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INTRODUCTION 
Students are a primary concern of institutions of higher education 
including students who graduate as well as those who leave before receiving 
their degree. During these present times of overall stabilizing or declin­
ing college enrollments and rising educational costs, institutions and stu­
dents alike are especially interested in maximizing student talent and 
institutional expenditures while minimizing student and institutional wast­
age. Attrition affects students and institutions and, in fact, society as 
a whole including families of withdrawing students and every taxpayer. 
The United States has witnessed many changes in society and higher 
education these past two decades, some of which might be expected to have 
significant impact on attrition in college. Among the societal conditions 
of the I960's, which contrasted to those of the 1950's (Knoell, 1966), were 
increasing social unrest among college-age youth, greater questioning of 
traditional values, diminishing stigma formerly attached to early marriage, 
dropout from school and college, an atmosphere of economic prosperity, and 
a prevailing "cold war" peace. 
Several of the changes in higher education pertinent to attrition 
included increases in the number and percentage of youth attending college, 
growth of community junior colleges, development of one- and two-year voca­
tional programs, improvements in the quality of entering college freshmen, 
and greater mobility of college students (Knoell, 1966). More specifi­
cally, from 1962-63 through 1972-73 home economics has seen undergraduate 
enrollment increase by 96 percent which in comparison to national trends in 
higher education for the saiue period of time represents a greater 
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proportionate rate of growth than was generally true for higher education 
at the undergraduate level (Harper, 1975). However, the proportion of 
women graduates graduating in home economics has been steadily declining as 
more and more educational and career opportunities are opening for women 
(Mc Grath and Johnson. 1968). 
In reference to how changes in society and higher education would 
affect college attrition, Summerskill (1962, p. 650) commented; 
Of course, no one knows the answers, but two things are 
clear. There is need for continuing re-examination of the facts 
about attrition that serve as the bases for current policy on 
admissions, instruction, grading, and counseling. There must be 
vigorous basic research on the business of going to college and 
learning, so that the colleges, always with limited resources, 
will know how to foster maximum intellectual development in the 
maximum number of students. 
Results of a national study (Astin, 1972) of college dropouts con­
ducted in 1970 revealed that although at college entrance nearly 95 percent 
of the students aspired to attain a baccalaureate degree, four years later 
more than 40 percent had left their first institution without the degree. 
Of those who left only half ever had transcripts sent to a second institu­
tion. These findings are similar to the conclusions Summerskill (1962) 
made after rcvissing literature on college dropouts alsost a decade ear­
lier. American colleges lose approximately half of their students in the 
four years after matriculation. Approximately 40 percent graduate four 
years after entering a particular institution, and approximately 20 percent 
graduate at a later time and/or at another institution. However, Knoell 
(1966, p. 66) warned, "Stability in the gross attrition rates over an 
extended period of time should give little cause for complacency, if one 
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considers the changes in both society and higher education which have taken 
place in recent decades." 
In a report to university personnel, Meune ("Dropout Students," 
Note 1, p. 1) made these remarks concerning previous research on student 
attrition at Iowa State University: 
Generally, these studies indicate no definite clear patterns and 
have left us with no clear cut information about what must be 
changed in order to ameliorate the problem. Rather, we are left 
with the conclusion that "further research" is necessary and that 
this type of study is particularly messy and difficult. 
The College of Home Economics (Inman et al.. Note 2) at Iowa State 
University surveyed its graduates to evaluate the effectiveness of the col­
lege programs of study. However, another component in the student flow in 
college is represented by students who enroll and leave the college before 
completing their degree. Since a specific study of attrition in the Col­
lege of Home Economics had not been conducted for over a couple of decades, 
the Dean requested that such an investigation be made. If the reasons for 
student attrition were better understood, hopefully those involved in all 
aspects of recruitment and retention of students could work more success­
fully with students. 
The purpose of this study was to: 
1. Identify reasons for withdrawal of Iowa students in the College of 
Home Economics at Iowa State University during 1951-1972, 
2. Compare reasons for withdrawal and background data of students 
during 1951-1959 to those of students during 1960-1972. 
3. Analyze the reasons for withdrawal in relationship to the student 
variables: educational levels of the mother and father, occupa­
tions or the mother and father, high school rank, age at college 
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entrance, educational goal, student employment, year of college 
entry, cumulative grade point average, and college quarters com­
pleted. 
Terms used in this study are defined as follows: 
Dropout: Any Iowa resident who had entered the College of Home Eco­
nomics at Iowa State University during 1951-1972 as a first quarter fresh­
man and left the college within the first or succeeding quarters before 
receiving a bachelor's degree in home economics. The terms nongraduate and 
unsuccessful student are used synonymously with dropout in this study. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This chapter will begin with an overview of attrition in higher educa­
tion and then will focus on attrition specifically in home economics, A 
review of conceptual frameworks used as the bases for attrition research 
will be presented followed by the conceptual framework of this investiga­
tion. All studies reviewed were limited to those of home economics stu­
dents enrolled in four-year institutions except two national studies and 
one large community college investigation. 
Overview of Attrition in Higher Education 
Definition of dropout 
Research on attrition in higher education generally has been conducted 
using one of two main operational definitions of the college dropout. The 
first definition defines a dropout as any person who leaves the college of 
initial matriculation before completing degree work, and the second defini­
tion refers to those who never graduate from any institution of higher 
education. 
The first definition of dropout is used most frequently and is appro­
priate to research aimed at concerns and policies of particular institu­
tions. In seeking the most efficient utilization of educational monies, 
facilities, staff and student talent, this definition is "an important cri­
terion for admissions officers, institutional planners, guidance and coun­
seling personnel J social scientists; and others concerned with student 
morale, institutional commitment, and with the prediction, explanation, or 
prevention of student turnover" (Spady, 1970, p. 65). Methodologically the 
definition is much easier to use and is conducive to the collection of more 
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reliable data. However, its single institutional orientation excludes stu­
dent flow in the system of higher education as a whole and, thus, is 
accused of being narrow and misleading. The mobility of students between 
institutions and temporary leaves of absence during their college careers 
result in an overestiination of attrition using this definition. 
The second definition is appropriate to the orientation of the wider 
system of higher education of society as a whole. Student talent and insti­
tutional resources are considered wasted only when the dropout fails to 
complete a program in some institution of higher learning. Tinto and 
Cullen (1973, p. 3) explain further: 
Since the definition focuses attention on the system of higher 
educational institutions, it has been most often employed by edu­
cational and social planners, by social scientists concerned with 
problems of the production of "human capital," and by government 
officials concerned with the allocation of scarce resources among 
alternative forms of high-level manpower production. 
This definition has two primary disadvantages: (1) reliable data collec­
tion methods would be extremely cumbersome and difficult and (2) the data 
collected from various institutions would not be uniform. 
Both definitions approach research on the dropout from a single or 
multi-inscicutiùûâl perspective rathsr than frozi an individual point of 
view which may view withdrawal in the best interest of the student rather 
than something to be avoided as is generally assumed in institutional 
studies. 
Overview of attrition research 
The phenomenon of college attrition has been the topic of numerous 
research studies and because of its complexity still remains unresolved. 
Several reviews of the literature on college dropouts have been completed 
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during the 1960*s and early 1970's. Included among these reviews were 
those by Sunmerskill (1962), Marsh (1966), Knoell (1966), Cope (1968), 
Spady (1970), and Tinto and Cullen (1973). 
Sunmerskill (1962) in a review of the literature examined rates of 
attrition and, in greater depth, factors associated with dropping out of 
college. Sunmerskill subdivided the factors associated with college with­
drawal accordingly: (1) biological and social—age at matriculation, sex, 
socio-economic factors, hometown location and size; (2) academic—secondary 
school preparation, scholastic aptitude, academic performance at college; 
(3) motivation; (4) adjustment to college life; (5) illness and injury; and 
(6) finances. 
Classification of attrition studies by Knoell (1966, pp. 64-65) 
resulted in four major types of studies: 
. . . (1) the census study, which serves primarily to establish 
base-line data for particular institutions or states; (2) the 
"autopsy study," which attempts to identify the reasons for 
attrition by asking the dropouts questions at the time they with­
draw; (3) the case study approach, often used by admissions offi­
cers and others whose concerns are decisions about students, 
rather than research; and (4) prediction, in which admission 
variables are related to success and failure in college, includ­
ing dropout. 
Marsh (1966) in a review of the literature classified three categories 
of studies: (1) philosophical and theoretical, offering recommendations 
for action and additional research; (2) descriptive, presenting the extent 
of the problem and describing the dropout in terms of his ability, back­
ground, personality and value system, and stated reasons for withdrawal; 
and (3) predictive, employing various measures to predict students who will 
persist to college graduation. 
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Cope (1968) in a less extensive literature review also examined: 
(1) rates of attrition by classifying them as national or institutional and 
(2) causes of attrition including reasons for withdrawal, tests of academic 
ability, and school size or rural-urban origin. 
Spady (1970) in a review of the literature organized the studies into 
the following categories: (1) background variables--parents, potential, 
and past performance; (2) sex-linked role of educational goals and inter­
ests; (3) personality dispositions; and (4) interpersonal relationships. 
However, missing from the attrition research was an analytical-explanatory 
category. 
In an overview of single and multi-institutional studies on college 
dropouts, Tinto and Guiles (1973) focused primarily on the changing effect 
of social status on dropout because it appeared to have increased in its 
power to discriminate between those who persist and those who dropout more 
than the factor of ability. A synthesis of research findings was presented 
using the three basic dimensions and subclassifications as follows: 
(1) individual characteristics—family background, a person's ability and 
sex, past educational experiences, goal commitment; (2) interaction within 
the college environment—grade performance, intellectual development, vary­
ing forms of social integration including peer group associations, extra­
curricular activities, faculty associations; and (3) institutional charac-
teristics--institutional type, college quality and student composition, and 
insticutiorial size. 
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Major national research studies 
A review of two recent national studies by Alexander Astin will be 
presented to provide an overview of attrition in higher education including 
reasons for withdrawal, student background data, and influences of the 
environment. 
Astin (1975) administered a questionnaire in 1968 to 243,156 students, 
a representative national sample of 358 two- and four-year colleges and 
universities. A follow-up questionnaire was mailed in 1972 to a sample of 
the original 1968 sample, and 41,356 questionnaires were properly completed 
and returned. The follow-up questionnaire gathered information about the 
students' educational progress: years attended, degree completed, degree 
plans, college financing and employment, and college residence. Analysis 
of the data included development of quantitative estimates of the student's 
chances of dropping out based on the 1968 freshmen personal background data 
and identification of environmental experiences that further influence a 
student's chances of dropping out. 
The most frequent reasons for dropping out of college given by men and 
women together were boredom with courses (32 percent), financial difficul­
ties (28 percent), dissatisfaction with requirements or regulations (22 
percent), and change in career goals (19 percent). However, the most 
important reason for women was marriage, pregnancy, or other family respon­
sibility (39 percent). Another difference between sexes was poor grades 
which ranked fourth in importance for men (28 percent) and seventh for 
women (14 percent). The category "some other reasons" was checked by 28 
percent of the respondents indicating that one or more important reasons 
were not included on the list. On the whole, the relative importance of 
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these reasons was comparable to those reported in earlier studies, perhaps, 
with the exception of poor grades which seemed to have decreased in impor­
tance . 
A number of student characteristics have been found to be related to 
college attrition (Astin, 1975). The potential dropout most likely has a 
poor secondary school academic record, low college aspirations, poor study 
habits, relatively uneducated parents, and small town background. Other 
items associated with dropping out are being older than most freshmen, hav­
ing Protestant parents, having no personal religious preference, and being 
a cigarette smoker. Being married or having marriage plans is related to 
college withdrawal for women and persistence for men. Listed in order of 
predictive importance were: student's past academic record and ability, 
degree plans at college entrance, religious background and preference, col­
lege financial concerns, study habits, and educational levels of parents. 
These findings were consistent with previous dropout studies except for 
study habits. 
Astin (1975) also found that the source and amount of financial aid 
for college expenses can be an important factor in college persistence. 
Parental aid increases the student's chances of completing college except 
for women from the high-income category. Financial support from spouses, 
if it is major, increases persistence, while if it is only minor increases 
attrition. Receiving scholarships or grants increases persistence rates 
sli^tly and is of greatest benefit to women of low income and men of mid­
dle income. Financial support through loans regardless of size is detri­
mental to men. For women small loans have a positive effect on persistence 
and large loans have a negative effect. Financing college expenses 
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predominately through savings increases the student's chances for dropping 
out. 
Findings related to type and extent of employment also affected the 
student's chances for completing college (Astin, 1975). On the whole, 
part ti=e employment (less than 25 hours per week) increases college per­
sistence rates and is most beneficial to students receiving no or only 
minor support from grants or loans. If an entering freshman is married 
though, employment has a negative impact, but if marriage occurs after 
matriculation, employment has a positive effect. Generally on-campus jobs 
are preferable to those off-campus, job satisfaction has little impact on 
persistence, and off-campus jobs related to students' career goals increase 
the student's chances of withdrawing. 
Social and academic environmental factors also influence student 
attrition. Freshmen residence in the dormitory maximizes a student's 
chances of remaining in college. For men simply leaving home increases 
their persistence rates even if they live in an apartment, while women are 
more apt to remain in college when living at home rather than in an apart­
ment or private room. The student variable most strongly related to per­
sistence was the grade point average (CPA), although this is not always a 
true indication of a student's academic potential. In addition, placing 
women with low grades on academic probation enhances their chances of col­
lege graduation, while for men the effect was negative. Among extra­
curricular activities, =^=bership in fraternities and sororities was highly 
related to student persistence. 
Student-institutional "fit" was examined and selected interaction 
effects were summarized; a student is more likely to persist at an 
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institution which attracts students with similar social backgrounds espe­
cially town size, religion, and race, and a student does not necessarily 
increase persistence by attending an institution with students of compara­
ble ability. 
Astin (1972) took a representative sample of 217 two- and four-year 
institutions and followed for four years 51,712 students who entered col­
lege in 1968. Nearly half (47 percent) of the students graduated within 
four years, and if the students still enrolled at their first institution 
were classified as nondropouts, the persistence rate rose to nearly 60 per­
cent. 
Similar to the 1975 study findings, high school grades and academic 
ability measures of students were the major persistence predictors. Among 
other predictors that were important were; being a male, being a non-
smoker, having high degree aspirations at college entrance, financing col­
lege expenses primarily through parental support, scholarship, or personal 
savings, and contrary to the later finding, not being employed during the 
school year. 
Home Economics Studies of Factors 
and Reasons for Attrition 
This section of the literature review focuses on specific investiga­
tions of attrition in four-year colleges within home economics itself or in 
combination with other vocational fields of study. The presentation will 
include: (1) factors associated with attrition in home economics, (2) rea­
sons for withdrawal, and (3) activity of dropouts following withdrawal. 
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Factors associated with attrition 
Since attrition is an outcome of the interaction of the student and 
the college environment, the literature pertaining to factors associated 
with attrition will be organized under the broad categories of student 
characteristics and college environment. 
Student characteristics High school rank generally is considered 
the best single predictor of college success. Socio-economic status of 
parents, age, marital status, educational goals, employment, and college 
financial sources are other student factors that have been investigated in 
previous studies. 
High school rank Mc Cormick (1971) investigated factors 
related to persistence and withdrawal of agriculture and home economics 
students and found that rank in the high school graduating class and high 
school grade point average were more significant to student persistence and 
withdrawal than was the size of high school graduating class. Female stu­
dents had higher high school ranks and grade point averages than did males. 
Of the persisters approximately 63 percent of the males and 89 percent of 
the females ranked in the upper one-third of their high school graduating 
class ; of the dropouts approximately 36 percent of the men and 57 percent 
of the women ranked in the upper one-third of their high school graduating 
class. 
In agreement with the findings of Astin (1975), Kauffman (1944) and 
Terry (1972) found that graduates had significantly higher high school 
averages than did the dropouts. Likewise, a significant difference in rank 
in high school class of home economics graduates and dropouts resulted in 
the study conducted by Derr (1966). 
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Education and occupation of parents A significant relation­
ship between the occupation of the father and persistence of home economics 
students was reported by Badgett (1966), Bourgeois (1966), and Terry 
(1972). While the general trend was that students were more likely to 
graduate if their fathers held higher status occupations, students in the 
study by Bourgeois were more likely to graduate if their fathers were 
employed in lower status occupations. 
As most studies report, more students with parents who have profes­
sional class status or high incomes are more likely to attend college in 
the first place than are students whose parents have low-class status and 
smaller incomes. Such was the case for women but not for the men in the 
study by Mc Cormick (1971) even though occupation of the father and family 
income did not prove to be a significant factor contributing to withdrawal. 
For students who withdrew, women reported more fathers in agriculture and 
professional or managerial occupations than did the men. Using the Kahl's 
breaks on the North-Hatt Scale of Occupational Prestige, the following 
sample distribution of status of occupation of students' father resulted; 
28 percent high status, 57 percent middle, and 13 percent low status occu­
pations. 
The occupation of the mothers was not significantly related to persis­
tence (Harper, 1951; Bourgeois, 1966; Bolerjack, 1968; Mc Cormick. 1971; 
Terry, 1972). More mothers of both graduates and dropouts were classified 
as homemakers than in any other occupation. However, the graduates had 
more mothers employed outside the home than did dropouts (Bourgeois, 1966; 
Terry, 1972) and the larger group of mothers employed outside the home were 
employed in professional occupations (Bourgeois, 1966). 
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Generally neither the education of the father or mother proved to be a 
significant factor in the home economics attrition studies, while Astin 
(1975) found that students of more educated parents dropout less often. 
The educational attainment, though, tended to be higher for parents of 
graduates than for parents of dropouts (Badgett, 1966; Bourgeois, 1966; 
Terry, 1972) and higher for parents of women students than for parents of 
men students (Mc Cormick, 1971). This trend in educational attainment by 
the mothers was found to be significantly different between persisters and 
dropouts in a study by Bolerjack (1968). TSie mothers of students who with­
drew had less education than mothers of students who persisted. 
Age at college entrance Enge (1962) mailed questionnaires to 
82 dropouts in college during 1955-1960 and received replies from 27. The 
age range for these students at the time of withdrawal was 17 to 24 years. 
Approximately 17 percent were 24 years old and 17 percent were 21 years 
old, and roughly 28 percent were 19 years old and 28 percent were 20 years 
of age. The remaining age groups were very small. The median age of the 
dropouts in Leahy's (1953) study was 19 years and 6 months and of the per­
sisters 20 years and 2 months. Three other studies reported no significant 
difference between the dropouts and persisters regarding age at entrance as 
freshmen students (Harper, 1951; Derr, 1966; Bolerjack, 1968). These find­
ings were contrary to those of Astin (1975) who reported a positive associ­
ation between age and attrition. Older students and especially older women 
were more likely to withdraw than students of the usual entry age of 17-19 
years old. 
Badgett (1966) investigated ages of students at marriage and at last 
college attendance. The ages of students at marriage were not significantly 
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different between dropouts and persistera. The majority of all students 
married between 19 and 20 years of age. However, ages at last college 
attendance were significantly different between the successful and nonsuc-
cessful students. The successful married students were in college at an 
cider age (24.4 years) than the nonsuccessful married students (22.7 
years). 
Marital status Even though marriage is considered a signifi­
cant factor for female college attrition in most research findings, several 
studies found marital status did not differ significantly between dropouts 
and persisters (Harper, 1951; Bourgeois, 1966; Knickerbocker, 1972; Terry, 
1972). In the following studies, the majority of dropouts remained single 
during college attendance; Nelson (1953) reported few students were mar­
ried at matriculation and during college attendance; Pattison (1965) and 
Bourgeois (1966) found 13 percent of the dropouts were married before with­
drawal, \rtiile approximately 87 percent remained single; and Terry (1972) 
found approximately 36 percent of the dropouts and graduates were married 
before or during college. 
A difference between the dropouts and persisters regarding marital 
status was observed by Leahy (1953). Thirteen of the 27 dropouts versus 
eight of the 27 students still in attendance were married. A comparison of 
home economics graduates and dropouts by Derr (1966) revealed 27 percent of 
the dropouts and 47 percent of the graduates were single, while 71 percent 
of the dropouts and 53 percent of the graduates were married. Mc Cormick 
(1971) also noted that married men were more likely to persist than were 
married women. Of the graduates, more than one-half of the men and only 
28 percent of the women were married. Of the dropouts, 44 percent of the 
17 
men and 39 percent of the women were married. These latter results agreed 
with the findings of Astin (1975) that marriage was related to persistence 
for men but withdrawal for women. 
Educational plans at college entrance A significant relation­
ship was found between graduates and dropouts regarding their intentions to 
graduate when entering college (Badgett, 1966; Bourgeois, 1966). Those 
students who planned to earn a degree tended to graduate in larger numbers 
than those who did not. Of those who planned to attend college until mar­
riage or who were undecided, 86 and 94 percent, respectively, withdrew 
before graduation, while 75 percent of the students who initially planned 
to graduate and then marry and/or work received their bachelor's degrees 
(Bourgeois, 1966). These findings were consistent with those of Astin 
(1975) that stated the higher the degree aspirations of the student, the 
greater was the probability of persistence in college. 
Two earlier studies reported that the majority (about 60-75 percent) 
of dropouts had indicated at matriculation that they intended to remain in 
college four years to graduate (Anonymous, 1941; Corbin, 1954). However, 
of the 33 dropouts stating such intentions in the study by Corbin (1954), 
70 percent withdrew before their sophomore year, and the remaining 30 per­
cent dropped out between their sophomore and junior years. 
Employment and financing of college expenses The source of 
income for student college support was found to be significantly related to 
persistence in studies by Bourgeois (1966). Mc Cormick (1971), and Terry 
(1972). Students totally dependent upon their parents for financial sup­
port were more likely to withdraw than students partially or completely 
independent of their parents' financial assistance. Astin (1975) noted 
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that parental aid was the major source of support for 65 percent of the 
white women and that only 16 percent received no parental aid. His overall 
findings also showed a small but statistically significant positive rela­
tionship between major parental support (versus no support) and persistence 
in college. Students who received scholarships, were employed part time, 
and/or were dependent upon loans for economic support were more likely to 
graduate than those students who did not. However, as previously reported, 
financial support through loans had had a negative effect on persistence of 
men regardless of loan size and negative effect on persistence of women 
with large loans and positive effect with small loans (Astin, 1975). 
Another contradiction to these findings was that not being employed during 
school was associated with persistence (Astin, 1972) rather than being 
employed part time. In a sample of married students, Badgett (1966) also 
found a significant difference between dropouts and persisters regarding 
college financial support through loans. Contrary to Astin's (1975) find­
ings, though, students who borrowed more money for college costs had a 
greater probability for success. 
Regarding employment, three observations were made which were similar 
to those of Astin (1975) . Terry (1972) noted that while more graduates 
than dropouts were employed part time or intermittently, more dropouts than 
graduates were employed full time. Although not significant, dropouts in 
the study by Badgett (1966) worked more and financed a larger portion of 
their expenses through employment than did the persisters. Since the sam­
ple consisted of married students, Badgett suggested that this difference 
may have affected the amount of time available to fulfill the roles in mar­
riage and in college. Finally, Mc Cormick (1971) who studied attrition in 
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the College of Agriculture and Home Economics discovered that part time 
employment was more related to persistence of men than of women. Men stu­
dents tended to be employed in greater numbers than women students. 
Mc Cormick also pointed out that twice as many men as women were recipients 
of scholarships and loans. 
No significant differences between graduates and dropouts in the 
source of funds used to finance their college education were found by 
Harper (1951), Derr (1966), and Knickerbocker (1972). In these studies, 
the majority of students primarily received financial assistance from their 
parents. However, contrary to most home economics studies, Knickerbocker 
noted slightly more dropouts than persistera had loans, and the ratio of 
persistera and dropouts that were employed their first year of college was 
similar. 
Siimmarv of student characteristics Research pertaining to 
student characteristics associated with attrition has consistently shown 
that students with higher high school ranks have a greater tendency to 
graduate from college than do students with lower high school ranks. 
Although the findings are inconclusive, the differences in the educa­
tional levels of parents and the occupation of the mothers of graduates and 
dropouts were not found to be significant in the home economics studies 
reported, while the differences in the occupations of the fathers of gradu­
ates and dropouts were. The socio-economic status of the parents appeared 
to be more imporcauL for fssssls students than for male students. 
In most cases age at college entrance did not differ significantly 
between the dropouts and persistera. However, for married students the 
successful students were older. 
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Most research studies consider marriage a significant factor in female 
college attrition. However, some studies show no significant difference in 
marital status of graduates and nongraduates with the large majority 
single, while other studies show the trend for more graduates to be single 
and dropouts to be married. 
Educational goals of students at matriculation are related to persis­
tence. The higher the educational level sought, the greater will be the 
probability for graduating. 
The source of financing for college expenses is related to persis­
tence. The majority of students receive financial support from their par­
ents, and students increase their chances of graduating if they are only 
partially dependent upon their parents rather than completely dependent on 
or independent of their support. Students who receive financial aid 
through part time employment, scholarships, and loans are more likely to 
graduate than those who do not. 
College environment Investigations of attrition in home economics 
have focused on aspects of the college environment including college grade 
point average, curriculum, time of withdrawal, college residence, and col­
lege faculty and services. 
College grade point average In analyzing the importance of 
grade point average (GPA) in relation to attrition, transfer, and persis­
tence of students, Knickerbocker (1972) found a significant difference in 
CPA's of dropouts and persisters, transfers and persisters but not between 
dropouts and transfers. Others too have found cumulative GPA to be related 
to persistence (Wagner, 1941; Kauffman, 1944; Harper, 1951; Badgett, 1966; 
Bolerjack, 1968; Mc Cormick, 1971). Astin (1975) supported these findings. 
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Bolerjack's (1968) results revealed 31 percent of the female persis-
tors had grades above 3.00, while only 6 percent of the withdrawers did, 
and only two percent of the persisters had CPA's below 2.00 versus 46 per­
cent for the withdrawers. The mean CPA for graduates was 2-6 and 2.1 for 
dropouts which were significantly different (Terry, 1972). 
Though students with higher cumulative CPA's tend to graduate in 
larger numbers than those with lower cumulative CPA's, not all withdrawers 
have low scholastic averages. Pattison (1965) found the largest cluster of 
dropouts or nearly one-third of them had CPA's in the range of 2.00-2.49 on 
a 4.00 scale which was adequate for graduation. Likewise, another investi­
gation (Anonymous, 1941) discovered one-half of the withdrawers were able 
students. However, in checking the representativeness of the sample who 
returned the questionnaire. Harper (1951) noted that students with higher 
scholastic averages were more likely to respond than students with low 
averages. 
College major Kauffman (1944) found a significant difference 
between persisters and dropouts regarding certain college majors. Attri­
tion was greater than persistence among students majoring in applied art, 
child development, home management, technical journalism, and textiles and 
clothing at Iowa State University. In addition, at withdrawal more than 
half of the dropouts had not chosen a college major. 
On the other hand. Bourgeois (1966) found the specialized career 
interest generally not related to persistence except for those students 
indicating interest in home economics in business. Students with this 
major had the lowest withdrawal rate which was only 11 percent. Likewise, 
Corbin (1954) found no significant difference in the influence of the area 
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of specialization in home economics on attrition, but entering college vith 
a fairly definite choice of work specialization appeared to reduce the 
chances of withdrawal. Mercer (1941) noted that indecision regarding voca­
tional choice was expressed by only 16 percent of the entering class but 
32 percent of the withdrawing group. Because of this Mercer suggested that 
perhaps indecision about vocational curriculum choice should be of greater 
concern. The study by Burns (1966) also revealed that over half of the 
dropouts had changed their career goal, and about one-fourth of the respon­
dents had expressed concern in high school about the uncertainty of their 
college major. 
The distribution of home economics majors among dropouts varied with 
individual studies (Anonycaous, 1941; Mercer, 1941; Leahy, 1953; Burns, 
1966). Home economics education and home economics for general education 
generally were the most frequent majors among dropouts. 
College Quarters completed Knickerbocker (1972) found a sig­
nificant difference among dropouts in the year when most withdrawals from 
college occur. A significant difference occurred between the first and 
third year, first and fourth year, second and third year, and second and 
fourth year. In other words, the majority of withdrawals occurred in the 
first and second years as shown by other studies (Kauffman, 1944; Enge, 
1962; Pattison, 1965; Bourgeois, 1966; Burns, 1966; Derr, 1966). An excep­
tion to this trend was revealed in Harper's (1951) study in which twice as 
many students withdrew in their junior and senior years as did students who 
graduated. However, since the classification for the nonrespondents could 
not be obtained, the dropout pattern may have been the result of the 
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tendency of the most successful students to respond in larger numbers than 
the less successful dropouts. 
Even though the majority of students withdraw during their freshmen 
and sophomore years of college, some differences concerning when these 
withdrawals occurred existed between studies. Burns (1966) reported the 
greatest attrition rate (81-5 percent) of students enrolled three quarters 
or less. In fact, 33.1 percent of all dropouts were enrolled only one 
quarter which made the first quarter the highest single withdrawal period 
followed by the third quarter (29.8 percent), the second most critical 
period of attrition. Six quarters was the longest length of enrollment for 
any of the dropouts. In examining the quarters of the nonrespondents. 
Burns found 42.6 percent had withdrawn after one quarter, and 90.1 percent 
had been enrolled three quarters or less. 
Similar findings were reported by Pattison (1965) and Derr (1966). 
The sample distributions according to college classifications were: 
slightly over 50 percent freshmen, approximately 30-35 percent sophomores, 
8-13 percent juniors, and 2-3 percent seniors. Enge (1962) found the drop-
cuts among freshmen and sophomores more evenly distributed at 48.1 percent 
and 44.4 percent, respectively, and Bourgeois (1966) and Lawson (1954) 
reported the attrition rate among freshmen was about 45 percent and approx­
imately 35 percent among sophomores. 
Place of college residence Contrary to the findings of Astin 
(1975), home economics attrition studiss have generally found the place of 
residence while attending college not significantly related to persistence 
or attrition (Harper, 1951; Bourgeois, 1966; Derr, 1966; Mc Cormick, 1971; 
Knickerbocker, 1972). The majority of graduates and nongraduates lived in 
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dormitories or with their parents (Bourgeois, 1966; Knickerbocker, 1972). 
Mc Cormick (1971) noted a general tendency for both men and women dropouts 
and persisters to change college residence during the four years from dor­
mitory to off-campus housing. Both men persisters and withdrawers living 
in fraternity housing follor-'ed this trend, while the number of women per­
sisters living in sorority houses remained constant, and the number of 
women dropouts in sorority housing decreased each year. 
Bourgeois (1966) and Knickerbocker (1972) found no significant differ­
ence between graduates and nongraduates in their satisfaction with their 
living accommodations. The majority of students felt the housing satis­
factory. On the other hand, Derr (1966) found a significant difference 
between the withdrawers and persisters regarding satisfaction with housing 
arrangements. Fewer of the dropouts than graduates were satisfied with the 
housing, 76 percent to 94 percent, respectively. Harper (1951) also found 
14 percent more withdrawals than graduates dissatisfied with university 
living conditions although the difference was not significant. 
Assistance from university personnel needed before withdrawal 
Researchers have also asked dropouts ways the university could have been 
more helpful to them. The following are among the suggestions given by the 
dropouts in Enge's (1962) study: better student-teacher relationships, 
better teaching and teaching methods, more guidance, more individual help, 
and curriculum and course offering changes. 
On the whole, dropouts and persisters have expressed satisfaction with 
the college counseling and faculty advisement program regarding academic 
and nonacademic needs (Burns, 1966; Badgett, 1966; Mc Cormick, 1971). In 
examining the counseling in various college settings. Burns (1966) found 
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80 percent of the dropouts felt the home economics counseling was adequate, 
about 80 percent indicated the counseling in the dormitories was adequate, 
only 54.2 percent living in other types of housing indicated the counseling 
was adequate, and only 51.1 percent of the respondents felt the university 
counseling in general was adequate. 
Even though students generally felt the counseling was adequate, 48 of 
66 (72.7 percent) dropouts felt a counselor could have helped them in 
regard to specific problems, 13.6 percent said a counselor could not have 
helped, 10.6 percent were uncertain, and 3.1 percent indicated they had 
received assistance from a counselor prior to withdrawal (Burns, 1966). 
These students expressed the need for more help planning their schedule, 
understanding the necessity of so many different subjects, and solving per­
sonal adjustments, financial, and psychological problems. Some students 
felt the counselors were not interested in the students, while others 
admitted not taking advantage of their services. 
Summary of college environment The college grade point aver­
age is related to persistence and withdrawal- Low academic achievement is 
associated with attrition and high academic achievement with graduation, 
although a considerable number of students with satisfactory grades do 
leave college. 
The influence of the college major on attrition does not appear to be 
consistent. Lack or uncertainty of college major seems to have some impact 
on attrition. 
The majority of withdrawals occur the first two years of college with 
the freshman year having the highest rate of attrition. The majority of 
persisters and dropouts lived in dormitories or with their parents. The 
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pattern of change in residence during college is from dormitory and frater­
nity and sorority to off-campus housing. Dropouts tend to be less satis­
fied with their housing arrangements than persisters. 
Even though dropouts generally have been satisfied with the college 
personnel, students have expressed the need for more assistance with aca­
demic and nonacademic problems, better instruction, and changes in curricu­
lum and course offerings. 
Reasons for withdrawal 
Early studies of attrition of home economics students primarily 
focused on reasons for withdrawal which were often multiple (Anonymous, 
1941; Mercer, 1941; Wagner, 1941). In these studies marriage, financial 
difficulty, dissatisfaction with program, illness, lack of interest in home 
economics, and scholastic difficulties were cited by approximately one-
fifth to one-third of the students in at least one or more cases. However, 
the percentages and the rank order of reasons varied among studies. 
Although marriage ranked first in Mercer's study, scholastic or financial 
difficulty or family problems were present in over one-half of the cases 
prior CO marriage plans. Interest in other fields ranked first: in the 
study by Wagner (1941) and economic difficulties was the most frequent rea­
son in the third study. Kauffman (1944) examined reasons given by home 
economics students at I.S.U. to the administration at the time of with­
drawal. No reasons had been reported by 43.2 percent of the students. Of 
the reasons cited, only 14 percent were known to be valid. Ihe most common 
reasons were: (1) transfer to another institution or division at I.S.U. 
(31.2 percent), (2) academic dismissal (12.9 percent), (3) illness (2.7 
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percent), (4) lack of interest (2.6 percent), and financial difficulties 
(1.4 percent). Marriage or marriage plans was given by only .5 percent of 
the students. 
Of six studies reported in the 1950's, marriage was the most frequent 
reason for withdrawal (Harper. 1951; "Report," Note 3; Nelson, 1953; Leahy, 
1953; Lawson, 1954; Corbin, 1954). Approximately one-fifth to over one-
half of the students listed it including 41.3 percent of the home economics 
students at I.S.U. who dropped out in 1951-1952. Leahy noted that marriage 
which ranked first with no other reason even a close second may be an 
"umbrella," "face-saving," and "socially acceptable" item. Harper com­
mented that it was the students with low grade averages that did not return 
their questionnaire, and, if they did perhaps grades rather than marriage 
would have been the first ranking reason. Lack of interest in home econom­
ics, transfer, scholastic difficulties, insufficient funds, health, family 
complications were others among the most frequent reasons given. The 
investigations by Leahy (1953) and Lawson (1954) were carried out in con­
junction with the survey of 31 institutions conducted by the Association of 
Land-Grant Colleges and Universities which focused on general reasons for 
withdrawal presented above as well as reasons pertaining to curriculum in 
home economics, instruction in home economics, and instruction in other 
courses. In these latter three categories, too many science courses, too 
much lecture, too many long laboratory periods, uninteresting instruction 
in home sccncsiies courses* and lack of individual help in all courses were 
the most common reasons for withdrawal. 
Among the general reasons for student attrition reported in the 1960's 
and early 1970's, the most important reason varied between studies from 
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academic difficulties and/or dismissal to inadequacy of counseling to mar­
riage (Pattison, 1965; Derr, 1966; Bourgeois, 1966; Burns, 1966; Terry, 
1972). To illustrate the variances, marriage was reported by 5 percent of 
the dropouts in a study by Pattison (1965) to 55 percent of the dropouts in 
an investigation by Bourgeois (1966). Terry (1972) and Bourgeois (1966) 
noted that marriage was by far the most frequent reason cited for with­
drawal from college, while ability and interest in another field 
(Bourgeois, 1966), friends attending another university, and moving with 
spouse or family (Terry, 1972) were the outstanding reasons given by stu­
dents for transferring. Derr (1966) reported that more women in her study 
withdrew for academic factors rather than nonacademic factors: academic 
dismissal, transfer, marriage, financial difficulty, loss of interest, fam­
ily responsibilities, and ill health were the reasons listed in order of 
decreasing frequency. The most frequent reasons for withdrawal cited in 
the study by Mc Cormick (1971) were change of educational objective, mar­
riage, lack of educational objective, illness, or death. Missing from the 
list was academic difficulty which was in reality more important than 
reported by the students. Terry (1972) found that dropouts who did not 
pursue their education elsewhere were more reluctant than graduates or 
transfers to admit they had worked up to their potential. Other popular 
reasons for attrition of the I960's and early 1970's were insufficient 
funds, employment, motivation, disinterest, transfer, and dislike of the 
teachers. Sadgett (1966) investigated married students' reasons for attri­
tion and the three main reasons given were lack of: (1) time to carry out 
multiple roles, (2) access to college, and (3) sufficient funds. 
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Specific reasons concerning the curriculum in home economics and 
instruction within and outside the field included: too many science 
courses, disappointing content, large classes, no individual help, too many 
long laboratories, too rigid curriculum the first two years, and uninter­
esting instruction (Enge, 1962; Burns, 1966), 
Nearly half of the students cited more than one contributing factor 
causing them to withdraw. In fact. Burns (1966) found the number of fac­
tors checked ranged from one to 24 with six factors being the average num­
ber. Harper (1951, p. 78) also concluded that; 
There is no one factor which can be pointed out as being a spe­
cific reason for student withdrawal. It is really a combination 
of several factors which creates a situation that often leads to 
withdrawal. 
In summary, marriage, insufficient finances, transfer to another 
institution, academic difficulties, dissatisfaction with curriculum, and 
lack of interest have been leading reasons for withdrawal in home economics 
studies which seem to be consistent with those reported by Astin (1975) 
except for less importance given to poor grades. 
Activity of dropouts following withdrawal 
Employment Studies by Derr (1966), Burns (1966), Lawson (1954), 
and Nelson (1953) examined the occupation of the dropouts after withdrawal 
from college. Derr found 38 percent were homemakers, 38 percent were 
employed full time, 13 percent were employed part time, and 9 percent were 
students. Burns found the greatest percentage of respondents employed in 
the following work: secretarial or clerical positions, students, full time 
homemakers, and clerking or sales positions. Nelson also reported that 
while over two-thirds of the married respondents had worked outside the 
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home after marriage, only a few of their jobs were related to home econom­
ics regardless of the number of years of college completion. In addition, 
very few were employed three years or more. Over 50 percent in the study 
by Burns reported satisfaction with their present employment position, 
nearly 30 percent expressed a desire to do something else, and about 13 
percent wanted to return to school. 
The dropouts in the investigation by Terry (1972) reported low sala­
ries, limited opportunities for advancement, unstable employment, and dis­
satisfaction with their jobs. 
Further education Information concerning students who have with­
drawn from college home economics programs and continued their education at 
another four-year institution also has been sought in attrition studies. 
Several studies have reported approximately one-third of the dropouts 
transferring to another department or college within their institutions or 
to another college or university (Lawson, 1954; Bourgeois, 1966; Pattison, 
1965). Burns (1966) reported about one-fourth of the dropouts had done 
further college work. Only slightly over 10 percent of the transfers to 
another institution felt their needs were met more satisfactorily (Lawson, 
1954). 
Generally, the greatest number of home economics transfer students 
have changed their major to education (Pattison, 1965; Bourgeois, 1966; 
Derr, 1966). Among other popular curricula transfer students have pursued 
are liberal arts, commerce, nursing, or home economics. Three studies 
reported approximately 10-25 percent of the dropouts taking additional col­
lege work remained in home economics programs (Wagner, 1941; Lawson, 1954; 
Burns, 1966). 
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Investigation by Bourgeois (1966) of the degrees earned by these 
transfer students revealed that 53 percent of transfer students completed 
their degrees. The greatest percentage (67 percent) completed degrees in 
education, 50 percent in liberal arts and nursing, 38 percent in home eco­
nomics, and the lowest percentage (29 percent) in commerce. At the time of 
the study by Derr (1966), 85 percent of the dropouts reported completing 
one to three years of college, 14 percent had completed four years of col­
lege, and 1 percent had earned graduate degrees. 
Besides further college work, students had had other educational expe­
riences following withdrawal. Burns (1966) found that 18.3 percent of the 
dropouts had received on-the-job training, 11.1 percent each had attended 
business school, evening school, and other educational programs, 3.3 per­
cent had taken correspondence courses, and 2.6 percent had enrolled in a 
trade school. Only 16.3 percent of the dropouts indicated no further study 
since withdrawal from the university, or, in other words, approximately 
five out of six dropouts had returned to study. 
In conclusion, employment and educational experiences of students fol­
lowing withdrawal from college are difficult to generalize because the 
varying time periods between college withdrawal and dates of the different 
investigations. In recent years more dropouts appeared to be working out­
side the home, very few of which were in home economics related jobs. 
Approximately one-fourth to one-third of the home economics dropouts trans­
ferred within the institution cr tc another college or university. The 
greatest number of transfer students changed their major to education, and, 
in general, less than 50 percent completed their college degress. 
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Conceptual Models for Attrition Research 
in Higher Education 
Knoell (1966) criticized past research on college attrition for its 
microcosmic rather than macrocosmic approach and its lack of a comprehen­
sive model of factors affecting the flow of students in higher education. 
Based on the review of the research findings, Knoell compiled six assump­
tions to serve as a framework for future, needed research and the develop­
ment of a comprehensive model of student flow. 
These are the six assumptions presented by Knoell (1966). First, stu­
dents enter college as freshmen with a wide range of goals, aspirations, 
motivations, and values. Because of these student differences, attrition 
can be expected to occur but for various reasons. Secondly, a student's 
decision to withdraw from college and an institution's attrition rate are 
each a function of the interaction of the characteristics of the student 
and those of the particular institution plus outside forces such as family, 
national crises, and accidents. Thirdly, some student characteristics such 
as age at matriculation, sex, and educational background are considered 
static or fixed, while other characteristics such as subject matter inter­
est. values, and personal insights are subject to change as the outcome of 
education and/or maturation. In addition, withdrawal may be voluntary or 
involuntary depending upon whether or not the student has free choice to 
decide to withdraw or persist. The fifth assumption stated that several 
factors are usually related to a decision to withdraw, but a single factor 
may trigger the dropout action. Finally, a distinction should be made 
among dropouts who permanently withdraw from higher education, those who 
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temporarily interrupt their education, and those who transfer to other 
institutions. 
Based on assumptions similar to those of Knoell (1966), Mac Millan 
(1970) proposed a prediction model for early identification of potential 
community college dropouts. The zodel (see Figure 1) places primary empha­
sis on identification of antecedent conditions and student characteristics 
associated with student attrition. Some variables are fixed, while others 
can be expected to change through education and/or maturation. 
Spady (1970) felt that an interdisciplinary or eclectic approach to 
the study of the dropout process was necessary. He focused on the rela­
tionship between the attributes of the students such as dispositions, 
interests, attitudes, and skills and attributes of the institutional envi­
ronment including the influences, expectations, and demands from sources 
such as courses, faculty members, administrators, and peers. The interac­
tion between the student and the college environment provides the opportu­
nity for integration or assimilation into the academic and social systems 
of the university. Recognizing that a single theoretical model could not 
likely account for all or even most of the variance in attrition rates 
within or between institutions, Spady proposed a framework in which several 
clusters of variables could be treated simultaneously. 
The theoretical model Spady (1970) proposed was based on Durkheim's 
theory of suicide. Durkheim advocated that rejection of social life 
occurred through suicide when a person was net integrated into the common 
life of that society. Although dropping out of college is a less extreme 
break of social ties, Spady illustrated that parallels between the two 
processes could be drawn. At college the student interacts with the 
EDUCATIONAL 
EXPECTANCY 





















Figure 1. Persistence model for community college students (Mac Millan, 1970, p. 51) 
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institutional environment and has the opportunity to become integrated into 
the academic and social systems of the college. Uie academic system repre­
sents grades (extrinsic rewards) and intellectual development (intrinsic 
rewards). The social system also has two basic components: (1) "norma­
tive congruence" which is the tern applied to the condition existing when 
the attitudes, interests, and personality dispositions of the student are 
compatible with the attributes and influences of the college environment 
and (2) "friendship support" which refers to the condition of close rela­
tionships with others in the social system. According to Durkheim's theory, 
normative congruence and friendship support are most critical for integra­
tion, but the occupational role which Spady related to the academic compo­
nents is also important. Satisfactory performance in one's occupational 
role is compared to good grades, and adequate identification with the norms 
of the occupational groups is compared to satisfactory intellectual growth. 
The initial model (see Figure 2) of the dropout process proposed by. 
Spady (1970) consisted of five independent variables; four are: normative 
congruence, friendship support, grade performance, and intellectual devel­
opment which influence the fifth, social integration. Since Spady viewed 
the relationship between social integration and dropping out to be 
indirect, he proposed the two intervening variables were: (1) satisfaction 
with one's college environment which reflects satisfactory social and aca­
demic rewards and (2) commitment to the college which stems from feelings 
of integration into the social system and reception of adequate positive 
rewards. In addition, past research has shown the variables of family 
background and academic potential to be associated with dropping out. 




















Figure 2. Sociological model of the dropout process in college (Spady, 1970, p. 79) 
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congruence, this variable is the foundation for the entire system. A 
direct relationship between grade performance and withdrawal is included 
for those students who because of low grade performance are academically 
dismissed, thus, by-passing the theoretical pattern of the model. 
Tinto and Cullan (1973) expanded Spady's (1970) theoretical model of 
the dropout process which was based on Durkheim's theory of suicide by 
including the theory of cost-benefit analysis in the theoretical basis of 
their model. Ciey recognized that even when students were integrated in 
the academic and/or social system of the college, withdrawal still 
occurred. Factors external to the interaction of the student and college 
within the institutional system affected the student's decision to dropout. 
In relation to the cost-benefit theory, students are expected to direct 
their actions in ways that would maximize the ratio of benefits to costs. 
If the benefit to be gained by remaining in college and graduating exceeded 
the costs in time, energies, and resources, the student would likely stay 
in college rather than pursuing some alternative activity. However, if the 
costs outweighed the benefits, the student likely would dropout of college. 
For example, if the job market looked grim for prospective graduates, an 
increase in the attrition rate could be explained by the cost-benefit 
theory. 
The model (see Figure 3) of the multi-dimensional dropout process as 
proposed by Tinto and Cullen (1973) diagrams the interaction of the student 
and iusCitation each with their unique attributes. The model reflects 
dropout to be a longitudinal process in which the student brings to the 
institution individual characteristics, family background, and pre-college 






























Figure 3. Model for dropout in college (Tinto & Cullen, 1973, p. 42) 
39 
of college completion. The degree of student integration in the academic 
and social systems within the college environment results in new levels of 
commitment to the goal of college completion and to commitment to the spe­
cific institution. For example, if a student is committed to the goal of 
college completion but not to the institution, withdrawal and transfer to 
another institution may occur. 
In summary, development of conceptual frameworks to guide college 
attrition research in higher education has been limited, and little 
research has been conducted to test these models. 
Framework Used in the Present Study 
Since the primary purpose of this study was to determine why students 
were withdrawing from the College of Home Economics and who these students 
were, the framework basically consisted of factors associated with attri­
tion and persistence and reasons for withdrawal. 
Bie models of the multi-dimensional process by Spady (1970) and Tinto 
and Cullen (1973) presented the interaction of the student with the aca­
demic and social systems in the college environment which might result in 
attrition. Dropout ià influenced by characteristics of both elements. 
Fundamental to the dropout process are the background variables the 
student brings to college. "Hie socio-economic status of the parents as 
measured by their education, occupation, and/or income influences not only 
the student's chance of going to college but also of graduating. Socio­
economic factors affect where the student lives and attends high school and 
the value the family places on education itself. In addition, family back­
ground affects individual intelligence which is reflected in the academic 
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ability and performance exhibited by students in high school and likely in 
their educational aspirations or goal commitments. 
The college environment can be subdivided into academic and social 
systems as illustrated in the models by Spady (1970) and Tinto and Cullen 
(1973). College grade performance determines whether or not the dropout 
decision is voluntary or involuntary. Even though a student is highly 
integrated, satisfied, or committed to the institution, he may be forced to 
leave because of failing grades. Social integration also plays an impor­
tant part in the dropout process. The lack of friendship support increases 
the chances for withdrawal. 
The framework by Knoell (1966) included the assumption that the rea­
sons for attrition were multiple but that one reason could trigger the 
withdrawal decision. Knoell also assumed that because students come to 
college with different characteristics, attrition can be expected but for 
different reasons. As Knoell proposed and Spady (1970) and Tinto and 
Cullen (1973) illustrated in their models, the decision to withdraw was a 
function of the interaction of the student and the institution. Therefore, 
reasons for withdrawal included in this study pertained to the student 
(motivation, interests, etc.), the academic component of the college (grade 
performance, academic challenge, etc.), and the social component of the 
college environment (friendships, faculty interest, etc.). In addition, 
Knoell and Tinto and Cullen noted that students may withdraw from college 
for reasons that have little relationship to die interaction within the 
college itself. To deal with these outside forces such as family, acci­
dents, and national crises that Knoell described, Tinto and Cullen (1973) 
included the cost-benefit analysis with their theoretical model of the 
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dropout process. For example, limited job opportunities in one's major may 
result in a student's decision to leave school. 
Finally, this investigation like other institutional studies sought 
information concerning employment and further educational experiences of 
students following their withdrawal from college. Did these former stu­
dents seek employment within or outside the home? Did they re-enroll at 
the same institution? Did they pursue additional college work? If so, did 
they remain in the same major and did they graduate? 
Recognizing the complex interaction between the characteristics of the 
students and the college and influential outside forces, the following fac­
tors associated with attrition were selected. In addition, student reasons 
for attrition and student activity following withdrawal were included in 
the framework of the present study. 
I. Student 
A. Family background 
1. Parental education 
2. Parental occupation 
B. High school academic performance 
C. Individual characteristics 
1. Age 
2. Marital status 
Urn jZducat xCiial goal 
E. College financing and employment 
II. College environment 
A. Academic sys tern 
1. College grade performance 
2. College major 
3. College quarters completed 
B. Social system 
1. College residence 
2. Assistance from university personnel 
III. Attrition 
A. Reasons for withdrawal 
B. Activity following withdrawal 
1. Employment 
2. Further education 
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METHOD OF PROCEDURE 
The conceptual framework for this study proposed in the preceding 
chapter served as the basis for the operational plan that will be presented 
in this chapter. Discussion of the procedure will include objectives of 
the study, assumptions and limitations, selection of assessment method, 
development of the instrument, description of the sample and data collec­
tion, and data analysis. 
Objectives qf the Study 
The objectives of the study were to: (1) identify reasons for with­
drawal of Iowa students in the College of Home Economics at Iowa State Uni­
versity during 1951-1972; (2) compare reasons for withdrawal and background 
data of students during 1951-1959 (Group I) to those of students during 
1960-1972 (Group II); and (3) analyze the reasons for withdrawal in rela­
tionship to the student variables: educational levels of the mother and 
father, occupations of the mother and father, high school rank, age at col­
lege entrance, educational goal, student employment, year of college entry, 
cumulative grade point average, and college quarters completed. 
Hypotheses Tested 
The two hypotheses tested in this study were: 
1. There is no significant difference between Group I and Group II 
regarding reasons for college withdrawal and the variables: edu­
cational level of the parents, parental occupation, high school 
rank, age at college entrance, marital status, college financing, 
student employment, educational goal, cumulative grade point 
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average, college major, college quarters completed, college resi­
dence, needed assistance from university personnel, and employment 
and further education following withdrawal. 
2. There is no significant difference between the reasons for with­
drawal and the variables: educational levels of the mother and 
father, occupations of the mothers and fathers, high school rank, 
age at college entrance, educational goal, student employment, 
year of college entry, cumulative grade point average, and college 
quarters completed. 
Assumptions and Limitations 
Assumptions 
TJie present study was conducted under the following assumptions 
regarding the dropouts: 
1. Respondents would give honest responses on the questionnaire. 
2. Respondents would be able to remember their reasons for withdrawal 
from college. 
3. Respondents would be able to interpret the questionnaire items. 
Limitations 
These limitations of the study were noted: 
1. The study was limited to assessment of reasons for attrition as 
reported by former Iowa students who left college before complet­
ing their degrees^ 
2. The investigation was limited to former Iowa dropouts whose cur­
rent addresses could be obtained. 
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3. The population did not include those students who met the criteria 
defining "dropout" but transferred to another college at Iowa 
State University or to another university or college and later 
withdrew or graduated from college. 
Selection of Assessment Method 
Assessment of student-reported reasons for college withdrawal is made 
using one of two methods (Eckland, 1964). The first is the exit interview 
or questionnaire administered at the time of withdrawal. Likely the stu­
dent's response is to report an "acceptable" reason for leaving especially 
if the student perceives the statement entering his permanent record. The 
second assessment method is more apt to encourage the reporting of "true" 
reasons for withdrawal. Hiis method delays the interview or questionnaire 
allowing the dropout time to reflect on his past college experiences and 
promises his anonymity. 
If the first method is employed, student records are often incomplete 
regarding known reasons for withdrawal. Many students merely leave college 
at the end of the quarter and do not return. Consequently, they are not 
confronted wich che exit iiiterview at vithdr;ivcl. Therefore, the second 
method of assessment using a mailed questionnaire was selected for this 
study because of the advantages gained over the exit interview. Student 
reasons for attrition hopefully would not only be more complete but more 
valid or truthful. In addition, student transcripts at the registrar's 
office were used to obtain the student's high school rank, last quarter's 
cumulative grade point average at I.S.U., and confirmation of the year of 
college entrance. 
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Development of Instrument 
The three components in the student-college interaction presented in 
the conceptual framework served to identify three problem areas influencing 
the student's decision to withdraw from college. In other words, reasons 
for withdrawal pertained to the individual and his academic and social 
environment. 
In search of an instrument for the study, a review was made of litera­
ture concerning reasons for attrition in higher education in particular, 
home economics, and also available instniments. The result was a modifica­
tion and compilation of reasons primarily from the instruments and findings 
of Lawson (1954), Bourgeois (1966), Bums (1966), Enge (1962), and Menne 
("Dropout Students," Note 1). A tentative list of these reasons for with­
drawal pertaining to individual, academic, and social aspects of college 
life was submitted to a group of experts at Iowa State Ubiversity to ascer­
tain content validity and obtain recommendations for additions, correc­
tions, and rewording. The experts included representatives from the I.S.U. 
Dean of Students Office, Admissions, Student Counseling Service, and the 
College of Home Economics staff. 
Based on the student background information sought and the revised 
list of reasons for withdrawal from college, the questionnaire was devel­
oped. A random drawing of reasons was conducted for placement in the ques­
tionnaire. Primarily, the response pattern in the first section of the 
questionnaire dealing with the stuuënt's background involved the respondent 
checking the most appropriate option. The content of the second section of 
the questionnaire listed possible reasons for student withdrawal, and 
respondents reacted on a nine-point scale of agreement: "1" strongly 
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agree, "5" uncertain or not applicable, and "9" strongly disagree. One 
open-ended item gave respondents the opportunity to list additional reasons 
for their college withdrawal. An item asking the former students to rank 
order their three most important reasons for leaving I.S.U. was also 
included. 
The questionnaire was pre-tested by several Iowa State freshmen stu­
dents who were enrolled in the College of Home Economics spring quarter 
1974 and had withdrawn or were withdrawing after completion of the quarter. 
The researcher personally administered the questionnaire to each subject to 
observe any difficulties the prospective respondents might encounter com­
pleting the questionnaire. According to these try-out results, the ques­
tionnaire was revised (see Appendix A). 
Description of Sample and Data Collection 
The population of this study comprised Iowa residents who had entered 
the College of Home Economics at Iowa State University during 1951-1972 as 
first quarter freshmen and left the university within the first or succeed­
ing quarters before receiving a bachelor of science degree in home econom­
ics. X'he population did noc incj.uQê criùàc suuuc&ts wlio transfsrrsd to 
another college at Iowa State University and later dropped out, transferred 
to another university or college, or graduated from I.S.U. The population 
also excluded those students who had dropped out of the College of Home 
Economics at I.S.U. and, then, returned to complete their undergraduate 
degree in one of the colleges at I.S.U., including the College of Home Eco­
nomics. A list of the nongraduates in the population was obtained from the 
files of the home economics classification office. 
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To obtain current mailing addresses of these former Iowa students, 
stamped, double postcards were mailed to the parents whose name and address 
were complete (see Appendix C). Some file records of students did not 
include the parent's name and/or address, so additional attempts at the 
registrar's office and hcsie economics departmental offices were zsade to 
secure the missing information. Among the double postcards returned were 
84 from Group I (1951-1959) and 100 from Group II (1960-1972) stamped 
"address unknown," "moved—not forwardable," or "addressee unknown." Six 
subjects from Group I and five subjects from Group II were reported 
deceased. In addition, 14 subjects from Group I and 30 subjects from 
Group II did not meet the criteria for original inclusion in the popula­
tion. They represented individuals who had applied but never attended 
I.S.U., had graduated from the university, or were presently enrolled at 
I.S.U. Thus, the questionnaire was mailed directly to all former students 
whose current addresses had been secured and who met the population cri­
teria. To increase the percentage of questionnaires returned, a follow-up 
letter was sent to encourage response (see Appendix C). A summary of 
response from the postcards and questionnaires mailed is shown in Table 1. 
Analysis of Data 
As the questionnaires were received, they were checked for complete­
ness of response to the items ; questionnaires with incomplete responses 
were discarded. High school rank and cumulative grade point average for 
each respondent and the appropriate year of college entrance were recorded 
on the questionnaires. 
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Table 1. Number of dropouts, number of postcards and questionnaires mailed 
and returned, and percentage of returned and usable questionnaires 
Postcards 
returned— Usable, 
Post­ question­ returned 
cards naires Questionnaires question­
Dropouts mailed mailed returned naires 
Group N N N N "L N % 
Group I 
(1951-59) 1026 1014 561 369 66 362 65 
Group II 
(1960-72) 1896 1895 1171 751 64 737 63 
Total 2922 2909 1732 1120 65 1099 65 
The Dictionary of Occupational Titles (1965) was used to assign a 
score of "1" to "9" based on the employment status of the mothers and 
fathers of the respondents. Questionnaire items with open-ended options 
were also examined and coded directly on the questionnaires. Coding 
schemes for these items were developed after reviewing responses on 75 
questionnaires (see Appendix B). Following the coding process, the infor-
zaticn recorded or. each questionnaire was key-punched directly on to IBM 
cards at the Iowa State University Computation Center. Before computation 
of the data began, a print-out of the data exactly as key-punched on the 
data processing cards was checked for possible errors. Identified errors 
were corrected. 
The initial analysis of variables regarding the student background 
variables and reasons for withdrawal consisted of a score analysis for the 
total group including: frequency distribution, mean, variance, and 
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standard deviation. Examination of these descriptive statistics gave an 
overview of background characteristics of the nongraduates, their reaction 
to the 84 statements of possible reasons for withdrawal, and a rank order 
of the three most important reasons for leaving I.S.U. 
The factor analytic approach was selected for further analysis of the 
reasons for withdrawal. Through the Little Jiffy, Mark IV (Kaiser, 1970) 
statistical procedure, the reasons for withdrawal were reduced to clusters 
of items or reasons which are known as factors. Evaluation of these fac­
tors and respective items included examination of the measure of sampling 
adequacy, Harris eigenvalues, the index of factorial simplicity, the factor 
intercorrelation matrix, and the factor pattern matrix conventionally 
scaled. The factor content was determined objectively and subjectively 
according to the following criteria: an approximate factor loading of .40 
or greater, a minimum correlation of approximately .40 between items in the 
factor, and psychological meaningfulness or congruity of items within the 
factor. When a factor intercorrelation of .70 or greater occurred, the 
factor was collapsed and combined with another factor. To facilitate com­
munication, names were given to each factor. Because of the complexity of 
college attrition, the decision was made to include the single item fac­
tors. Scores on the factors for each respondent were computed and key­
punched on data processing cards. 
A score analysis of the background variables and the factors was com­
puted separately for Group I and Group II. Then, the t test was used to 
determine significant differences between the two groups regarding back­
ground variables and reasons for college withdrawal. 
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Although use of the t test resulted in several significant differences 
between Group I and Group II on both background variables and factor scores, 
further inspection of the differences revealed that the differences were in 
reality only slight. These significant differences may have occurred 
merely because of the large sample size. As a result, the correlations 
between the 11 selected background variables treated as continuous vari­
ables and the factors were computed for the total group rather than sepa­
rately for Group I and Group II. 
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
The findings of the study are presented in the following sections: 
(a) background variables of the nongraduates, (b) most important reasons 
for withdrawal, (c) derivation of factors, (d) factor differences and fac­
tor importance, and (e) relationship of selected background variables and 
factors. 
Background Variables of the Nongraduates 
The students in Group I (1951-1959) were found to be significantly 
different from the students in Group II (1960-1972) on the following ten 
background variables: educational level of the father, occupation of the 
father, finance of college expenses, student employment, cumulative grade 
point average, college major, college quarters completed, college resi­
dence, assistance from university personnel needed, and degree completion 
following withdrawal (see Table 21 in Appendix D). However, further inter­
pretation of these differences revealed that the differences were slight 
and that the two groups were actually quite similar. The significant dif­
ferences may have occurred simply because of the large sample size, A 
description of the similarities and differences between students in Group I 
and those in Group II concerning all background variables follows. 
Educational level of parents 
The educational level achieved by the mothers was not significantly 
different between Group I and Group II; however, the difference between the 
educational levels of the fathers for the two groups proved to be signifi­
cant. Figures 4 and 5 plctorially describe the similarities and 
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Grade 8 Grade 12 Post-  Col lege-  Bachelor  Advanced 
or  less or  less Secondary no degree degree Degree 
Tra in ing 
^Students enrolled 1951-1959. Infonnation true for subsequent tables 
and figures. 
^Students enrolled 1960-1972. Information true for subsequent tables 
and figures. 
Figure 4. Educational level of the students' mothers 
O M ^  t t rN T VJ I w u M i-
Group I I  •  
« 
Grade 8 Grade 12 Post-  Col lege-  Bachelor  Advanced 
or  less or  less Secondary no degree Degree Degree 
Tra in ing 
Figure 5. Educational level of the students' fathers 
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differences in the educational backgrounds of the parents. Although not 
significant, the trends in the mothers' highest level of education in the 
1950's to the I960's and early 1970's were: (1) decreases in 8th grade 
education or less and one or more years of college without receiving a 
degree and (2) increases in a 12th grade education or less; business, voca­
tional, or technical training after completion of high school; and bache­
lor's degree. The significant differences between the highest educational 
levels achieved by the fathers of students in Group I and Group II followed 
this pattern of change from period 1951-1959 to period 1960-1972: (1) a 
decrease in fathers attaining an 8th and 12th grade education or less and 
those receiving a bachelor's degree and (2) an increase in fathers receiv­
ing business, vocational, or technical training after completion of high 
school; those attending one or more years of college; and those receiving 
advanced degrees. 
Occupations of parents 
The same significant differences existed between Group I and Group II 
for occupations of parents as existed when considering the educational 
levels; that is, the difference was significant for the fathers but not for 
the mothers of the students in the two groups. The majority of mothers 
were homemakers not employed outside the home, 77 percent in Group I and 
67 percent in Group II. Although not significant, the greatest increase in 
numbers of mothers employed outside the home during 1951-1972 was in 
office-clerical positions. On the other hand, the occupations of the 
fathers of the students in Group I and Group II were significantly differ­
ent. The professional-managerial and farming occupations were the largest. 
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38 and 45 percent, respectively. While these two categories marked 
decreases in percentages from the 1950's to the I960's and early 1970's, 
the percentages of fathers holding positions in all other occupational cat­
egories as defined by the Dictionary of Occupational Titles (1965) 
increased. In summary, occupations held by both the mothers and fathers of 
the home economics students have become more diversified during 1951-1972 
with the differences between Group I and Group II significant only for 
fathers. This situation seems to be associated with the significant dif­
ferences that also existed between the highest educational levels attained 
by the fathers of the two groups. 
High school rank 
The high school ranks (HSR) of students in Group I did not differ sig­
nificantly from those in Group II. Although the range of HSR's was greater 
for Group II, a larger percentage of the students ranked in the top 50, 
94 percent for Group II versus 89 percent for Group I. The percentages of 
students ranked in the top 10 rankings were practically identical for both 
Group I and Group II, 24 percent and 23 percent, respectively. 
Age at college entrance 
'Oie ages of students enrolled in the College of Home Economics at Iowa 
State University during the two time periods were not significantly differ­
ent from each other. In fact, approximately three-fourths of the students 
in both periods were 18 years old when they entered. Figure 6 shows the 
distribution of students according to age with slightly more 17-year-old 
students entering in the 1950's and nearly constant percentages in the old­
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Figure 7. Student employment during college 
Marital status 
No significant difference existed between the marital status of the 
students withdrawing from college during the 1950's and the I960's and 
early 1970's. An approximate average for the two groups appeared as fol­
lows: (1) 55 percent were single students, (2) 35 percent were students 
engaged to be married, and (3) 10 percent were married students. 
Educational goal 
No significant differences were found in the educational goals of the 
students during the 1950's, 1960's, and early 1970's. Eighty-nine percent 
of the students entering in 1960-1972 expressed intentions of completing 
four years of college, while 85 percent of the students in 1951-1959 did 
so. A few more of the students in the first period indicated the desire to 
complete one or two years of college or were uncertain of their educational 
goal or had none. 
Finance of college expenses 
In conjunction with student employment, overall financing of college 
expenses of home economics students was also found to be significantly dif­
ferent for the two groups. Seventy-eight percent of the parents of stu­
dents enrolled during 1951-1959 primarily financed their child's college 
education. However, the same situation existed for only 64 percent of the 
students during 1960-1972. Eleven percent of the students in Group I 
reported that they financed their own college expenses, and 8 percent of 
the students in Group II did so. Ten percent more students in Group II 
than Group I stated that student loans and/or scholarships were the primary 
sources of funding for their education. Also, students in Group II more 
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frequently expressed combinations of sources of funding including coopera­
tive financing efforts of parents and students, parents and loans and/or 
scholarships, and students and loans and/or scholarships. In other words, 
the trend during 1951-1972 for financing college education was from major 
support by the parents or students themselves to increased use of scholar­
ships and loans and multiple sources of financial support. 
Student employment 
A significant difference existed between the two groups of students on 
the basis of the number of hours employed during their college years. More 
students enrolled during 1960-1972 were employed and generally employed 
more hours per week than those students during 1951-1959- Figure 7 depicts 
these differences in student employment; Group I, 24 percent employed and 
76 percent not employed; Group II, 31 percent employed and 69 percent not 
employed. 
Cumulative grade point average 
A significant difference existed between the cumulative grade point 
averages (GPA) of the students who withdrew during 1951-1959 and those who 
withdrew during 1960-1972. Approximately 30 percent of the students in 
both groups withdrew from college carrying a cumulative GPA below the mini­
mum 2.0 required for graduation from Iowa State University. As one might 
predict and Figure 8 clearly shows, the majority of students had cumulative 
GPA's from 2.0 to 2.9, 62 percent in Group I and 57 percent in Group II. A 
difference of approximately 5 percent also existed between the two groups 
in the 3.0 to 4.0 range with Group II, however, this time having the larger 
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Figure 8. Cumulative grade point average^ at withdrawal for Group I and 
Group II 
^Indicated or. a 0- to 4-point scale with 4 = A. 
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College major 
Hiere was a significant difference between the home economics majors 
of the students in Group I and Group II at time of withdrawal from college. 
Figure 9 illustrates these differences. The four largest categories or 
majors with the greatest percentages of students withdrawing in the 1950's 
were in decreasing order home economics education, major, "not declared," 
child development, and textiles and clothing. However, during 1960-1972 
the largest categories in decreasing size were applied art, child develop­
ment, home economics education, and textiles and clothing. The applied art 
department experienced the most drastic increase (7 percent to 24 percent) 
in dropouts between the two time periods. The percentage of dropouts with 
child development majors also increased with time from 14 percent to 22 
percent. Percentage increases for other majors were slight. The greatest 
decreases in percentage of students withdrawing were in the home economics 
education major and major, "not declared" categories; the percentages 
dropped by 11 percent and 14 percent, respectively. 
College quarters completed 
A significant difference existed between Groups I and II in regard to 
the number of college quarters that were completed before withdrawing from 
college. While the percentage of students in Groups I and II who completed 
three to five quarters remained nearly identical (42 and 44 percent, 
respectively), the percentages of those students completing two quarters or 
less increased 6 percent between time periods and of those students com­
pleting six to eight quarters decreased 9 percent (see Figure 10). In 
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Figure 9. College major of students in home 
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Figure 10. College quarters completed at the time of withdrawal 
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Figure 11. Activity following college withdrawal 
62 
other words, students in Group I remained in school longer before withdraw­
ing than did students in Group II. 
College residence 
A significant difference in the major place of college residence 
occurred between Groups I and II. Approximately three-fourths of the stu­
dents in both groups were primarily housed in dormitories. The major move­
ment in housing was from sorority and fraternity living of the 1950's to 
increased off-campus, married students, and parental housing of the 1960*s 
and early 1970's. 
Assistance from university personnel needed before withdrawal 
Respondents in Group I and Group II differed significantly in their 
remarks suggesting assistance from university personnel including teachers, 
advisers, and counselors that might have been offered them prior to their 
departure from Iowa State University. Response to this open-ended question 
resulted in 79 percent of Group I and 74 percent of Group II feeling no 
further help was needed before their withdrawal. These figures included 
respondents who had left the item blank which was interpreted as "no help 
needed" and those who had written definite "no" comments. Of the students 
who felt further assistance could have been offered them, the greatest 
needs of Group I and Group II were; (1) more personal, friendly, helpful, 
encouraging relationships with faculty (Group I, 8 percent and Group II, 
9 percent); (2) better counseling and guidance and more information about 
remedial courses, tutors (Group I, 4 percent and Group II, 6 percent); and 
(3) more assistance, in particular, in selecting a major and occupation 
(Group I, 4 percent and Group II, 3 percent). In addition. Group I 
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students requested more financial help including scholarships and loan 
advice (3 percent) and less frequently mentioned curriculum, instruction, 
grading, housing, and health service concerns. In contrast. Group II stu­
dents felt greater need (3 percent) for improvements regarding curriculum, 
instruction, grading, and more frequently listed more than one type of 
assistance and less frequently listed financial help than did students in 
Group I. 
Activity following withdrawal from I.S.U„ 
The differences between Groups I and II concerning the student's 
activity after leaving I.S.U. proved not significant. However, changes in 
the activity pursued by the students that did occur from the period of 
1951-1939 to the period of 1960-1972 are as follows: (1) an increase in 
those students who became employed full or part time, (2) a decrease in 
those pursuing homemaking, (3) an increase in students enrolling at a busi­
ness, vocational, or technical school and transferring to an area commu­
nity college, and (4) a decrease in those transferring to another four-year 
college or university (see Figure 11). 
Re-enrollment at I.S.U. 
The re-enrollment patterns did not differ significantly between Group 
I and Group II. Nearly 85 percent of the nongraduates in both groups never 
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the large majority did so only once, followed by those who re-enrolled 
twice, and a slight few who re-enrolled three or more times. Thus, the 
re-enrollment record for withdrawals has been consistent over the years 
1951-1972. However, these findings must be interpreted with caution 
64 
because the sample excluded those students who left and, then, re-enrolled 
in the College of Home Economics and graduated or re-enrolled at I.S.U. in 
another college. Therefore, the re-enrollment patterns presented are 
likely an underestimation of the actual return of former students. 
Degree completion following withdrawal 
The variable concerning degree completion following withdrawal from 
Iowa State University proved to be significantly different for the two 
groups of fomer students. As Figure 12 clearly illustrates, the greatest 
differences were among the students who had completed a bachelor's degree 
and those who had not completed any degree. Thirty-three percent of the 
students in Group I attained a bachelor's degree after leaving I.S.U-, 
while that percentage dropped to 20 percent for students in Group II. In 
addition, 55 percent of the students in Group I did not complete a degree, 
and that figure increased to 64 percent for students in Group II. These 
differences, perhaps, are not surprising since students in Group II had 
withdrawn more recently and, therefore, have not had an equivalent number 
of years in which to attend college and complete their degrees. The larger 
number of students in Group II still in school working on their degrees and 
the fewer number of those who had completed advanced degrees would seem to 
exemplify this fact. 
Major of degree completed 
Of the students who completed a degree after leaving Iowa State Uni­
versity, no significant difference existed between Group I and Group II 
concerning the majors of the degrees achieved. Although the difference 
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Figure 13. Major of degree completed after withdrawal from I.S.U. 
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the period of 1951-1959 to the period of 1960-1972 majors attained in busi­
ness and office occupations, home economics, and miscellaneous majors which 
primarily represented health occupations increased, while majors attained 
in science and humanities and education decreased (see Figure 13). Cie 
substantial drop in students leaving Iowa State University during 1960-1972 
and pursuing a degree in education elsewhere can be attributed partially to 
the fact that a degree in elementary education was available during 1963-
1968 in the College of Home Economics through a major in child development. 
Prior to 1963, certification in elementary education was not offered at 
Iowa State University, and since 1969 it has been awarded through the Col­
lege of Education. 
Most Important Reasons for Withdrawal 
Before inspecting the students' first, second, and third most impor­
tant reasons for leaving I.S.U., a brief examination was made of the sig­
nificant differences between Group I and Group II on the 84 items of 
reasons for attrition, and a review of the items ranking highest according 
to student agreement on the response scale was conducted. Thirty-four of 
the 84 reasons for withdrawal were significantly different between Group I 
and Group II. These items along with the remaining nonsignificant items 
are listed in Appendix D (Table 23). The smaller the mean value of the 
itemj the greater was the student agreement that the item expressed their 
reason for leaving I.S.U. Conversely, the larger the mean value of the 
item, the greater was the disagreement that the reason pertained to their 
decision to withdraw. Of the 34 items that were significantly different 
between Groups I and II, only items 7, 49, and 53 demonstrated a downward 
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trend in the importance of those reasons for withdrawal; the other 31 items 
showed an increase in importance. 
The rank order of reasons for Group I and for Group II based on item 
agreement ratings of "1" to "4" Is presented in Table 2. Inspection of the 
lists clearly showed that Group I expressed a lower degree of agreement 
with most reasons than did Group II. Among the highest ranking items com­
mon to both groups were: (1) item 17, I felt too much emphasis was placed 
on science courses which did not relate directly to my major; (2) item 15, 
I did not like taking courses I did not need; (3) item 56, I planned to get 
married; and (4) item 35, I felt a lack of faculty interest in me. 
First most important reason 
Plans for marriage was clearly the first most important reason for 
leaving I.S.U, given by students in Groups I and II. An examination of 
Table 3 showed that approximately one-fourth of the students in both groups 
cited this reason. Also among first most important reasons common to both 
groups were financial difficulties and withdrawal to go with husband. More 
students in Group I withdrew because of their new interest in a major not 
offered in the College of Home Economics than did those in Group II, while 
more students in Group II left because of desire to be with their boy­
friend, pregnancy, and academic problems. 
Second most important reason 
Approximately 10 percent of the students in Group I and Group II with­
drew from I.S.U. to go with their husbands; this explanation ranked first 
among the listing of second most important reasons for withdrawal as pre­
sented in Table 3. In addition, marriage and uncertainty of college major 
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Table 2. Rank order of reasons for Group I and Group II rated by 25 per­
cent or more of the students "1" to "4" in the agreement range of 
the scale 
Group I Group II 
Rank Item no. Percent Rank Item no. Percent 
1 17 45 1 17 56 
2 56 42 2 15 53 
3 35 49 3 25 48 
4 15 39 3 56 48 
5 5 38 4 35 47 
6 41 36 5 30 44 
6 70 36 6 39 41 
7 39 35 7 5 40 
8 25 34 8 81 40 
9 7 32 9 33 39 
9 30 32 9 41 39 
9 49 32 10 70 38 
10 33 31 11 26 37 
11 26 29 12 20 33 
12 13 27 12 27 33 
12 47 27 12 75 33 
13 81 26 13 47 32 
14 9 25 14 62 31 
15 40 30 
16 72 28 
17 46 27 
17 69 27 
18 13 26 
18 71 26 
19 32 25 
19 49 25 
were cited by both groups. Lack of assistance from adviser and financial 
difficulties were more frequently given as second reasons for Group I, 
while too many science courses, desire to be with boyfriend, and pregnancy 
were reported more important to Group II as secondary reasons for with­
drawal from college. 
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Table 3. Rank orders and percentages of first, second, and third most 
important reasons given by Group I and Group II* 
Group I Group II 
Item Item 
no. Reason Percent no. Reason Percent 
First Most Important Reason 
56 marriage 26 56 marriage 23 
7 nonhome economics major 9 20 go with husband 8 
71 finances 8 75 be with boyfriend 8 
20 go with husband 6 16 pregnancy 5 
71 finances 5 
1 academic problems 4 
Second Most Important Reason 
20 go with husband 9 20 go with husband 10 
5 uncertainty of major 5 56 marr iage 7 
56 marriage 5 17 too much science 5 
41 lack of advising 4 75 be with boyfriend 5 
71 finances 4 5 uncertainty of major 4 
no response 13 16 pregnancy 4 
no response 7 
Third Most Important Reason 
9 unconcerned about 4 17 too much science 5 
receiving degree 56 marriage 5 
44 L 5 i.tncertaincy of major 4 
49 inadequate high school 4 30 to set goals 4 
preparation 75 be with boyfriend 4 
56 marriage 4 no response 19 
no response 31 
^Percentages below 4 percent are not presented. 
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Third most important reason 
No single reason was outstanding for either Group I or Group II in the 
category of the third most important reason for leaving I.S.U. In fact, 
inspection of Table 3 revealed that nearly one-third of Group I and one-
fifth of Group II did not state a third reason. Marriage was the only rea­
son jointly cited by approximately the same proportion of group members. 
In summary, although differences did exist between Group I's and Group 
II's rank orders of first, second, and third most important reasons for 
leaving I.S.U., these differences were not significant (see Table 21). 
Other reasons for college withdrawal 
In response to the open-ended item providing the students in Group I 
and Group II an opportunity to list other reasons for their withdrawal from 
Iowa State University, 83 and 84 percent of the respondents, respectively, 
left the item blank. Thus, the researcher assumed that the 84 question­
naire items had quite adequately covered their reasons for withdrawing. Of 
the remaining students in both groups that gave additional reasons for 
withdrawing from I.S.U., the majority cited the following reasons which are 
presented in rank order for the groups as a whole beginning with the most 
frequently cited reason: 
(1) desire for an education degree, primarily in elementary educa­
tion; 
(2) trouble passing predominately mathematics, chemistry, physics, 
but also English and foreign languages; 
(3) miscellaneous reasons ranging from religious convictions to 
social probation, too great a distance between classes to pref­
erence for a larger university and too much involvement in campus 
activities to a variety of personal reasons; 
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(4) interest in receiving a fine or liberal arts education; 
(5) interest in a health occupations major such as nursing, physical 
therapy, and pharmacy; 
(6) desire to complete post-high training or education with less for­
mal instruction and more on-the-job experience that would lead to 
employment in less than four years including business and secre­
tarial school, cosmetology, and technical training. 
Although not significant (see Table 21), the major difference between 
Group I and Group II concerning these additional reasons was that the 
desire for an education degree especially in elementary education was by 
far the outstanding other reason for students in Group I. On the other 
hand. Group II showed a considerable reduction in the number of students 
leaving I.S.U. to receive an education degree and an increase in the other 
four reasons presented above. All four of these reasons had approximately 
equal representation among students in Group II with scholastic difficul­
ties with science and mathematics courses having the greatest frequency. 
Derivation of Factors 
Through the exploratory factor analysis procedure using the Little 
Jiffy, Mark IV (Kaiser, 1970), 15 multiple item factors emerged from the 
original 84 reasons for withdrawal which accountsd fcr the clustering; of 67 
items. Located in Appendix D (Table 24) are these factors and their 
respective Harris eigenvalues, means, variances, and standard deviations. 
The remaining 17 items which did not cluster were retained and handled 
independently as single item factors. The list of these factors and their 
corresponding means, variances, and standard deviations appears in Appendix 
D (Tables 25 and 26). The overall measure of sampling adequacy of each 
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variable was .96 which was interpreted as superb and the index of factorial 
simplicity for each variable was .80 which was evaluated as commendable. 
The 15 multiple item factors identified by the Little Jiffy, Mark IV 
(Kaiser, 1970) had Harris eigenvalues of 2.41 and greater. Since all of 
the itezs did not fall discretely into one of these 15 factors, factor con­
tent and final acceptance of factors required further considerations. Pri­
marily, the content of the factors was determined objectively through the 
selection of items with high loadings on the factors. A factor loading of 
.40 or greater served as the guideline. In one instance, the factor inter-
correlation matrix was also reviewed, and a high correlation of .70 or 
greater was a criterion for transferring an item on one factor to another 
factor. In addition, the items with factor loadings below .40 were 
examined subjectively for psychological meaningfulness and similarity to 
other items within the factor and to the underlying conceptual unity of the 
factor itself. The name assigned to each multiple item factor attempted to 
typify the underlying concept that made items within the factor cohesive. 
A list of these multiple item factors and the names assigned is as follows: 
Factor 1: Social inadequacy 
Fâc cor n . 6; Lack cf staff support 
Factor 3; Academic difficulties 
Factor 4; Scheduling problems 
Factor 5: Financial difficulties 
Factor 6: Lack of academic challenge 
Factor 7: Dissatisfaction with program of study 
Factor 8: University too large 
Factor 9: Coursework difficult and demanding 
Factor 10: Lack of job information and opportunities 
Factor 11: Poor study habits and academic preparation 
Factor 20:' Dissatisfaction with local environment 
Factor 21: Personal and social barriers 
Factor 22: Lack of commitment to college degree 
Factor 23: Marriage 
73 
The resulting 15 multiple item factors are presented more completely 
in the following discussion and Tables 4 through 18 including the factor 
name, items contained in the factor, and corresponding factor loadings. 
The higher the factor loading, the greater is the commonality of the item 
to the underlying concept of the factor. 
The four items that compose Factor 1 all involve the student's rela­
tionships with other students which resulted in feelings of loneliness, 
social inadequacy, and nonacceptance. All items had factor loadings that 
ranged between .65 and .76. 
Table 4. Items and factor loadings for Factor 1; Social inadequacy 
Factor 
Item loading 
8^ I did not feel accepted by the other students. .65 
28 I found I.S.U. too large to get acquainted with other .65 
students. 
36 I felt socially inadequate. .76 
80 I could not make close friends. .71 
^Item numbers in Tables 4-18 correspond to those in the questionnaire. 
Lack of staff support felt by students who had withdrawn is reflected 
in four items in Factor 2. The factor loadings of the items were all quite 
u 
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35 I felt a lack of faculty interest in me. .65 
39 I did not receive encouragement from my teachers. .60 
41 I did not receive enough assistance from my academic 
adviser. .87 
43 I did not like my academic adviser. .77 
Hie content of Factor 3 centers on scholastic difficulties which 
resulted in temporary enrollment status or mandatory withdrawal being 
imposed upon the student who carried a cumulative grade point average below 
2.00 required for graduation from Iowa State University. The two items in 
this factor also had fairly high factor loadings. 
Table 6. Items and factor loadings for Factor 3: Academic difficulties 
Factor 
Item loading 
I was dropped or about to be dropped from enrollment by 
the academic standards committee. .69 
I would have been on temporary enrollment if I had con­
tinued. .70 
Factor 4 represents scheduling problems which confronted students and 
contributed to their decision to leave I.S.U. Both factor loadings were 
high indicating factor concept unity. 
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Table 7. Items and factor loadings for Factor 4: Scheduling problems 
Factor 
Item loading 
29 I could not get into ny required and/or elective courses 
because of their full enrollment. .78 
31 I could not fit nry required and/or elective courses into 
my schedule at the times they were offered. .74 
Student responses in agreement with the two items making up Factor 5 
describe financial problems that influenced the decision of these students 
to withdraw. Again, factor loadings were both quite high. 
Table 8. Items and factor loadings for Factor 5; Financial difficulties 
Factor 
Item loading 
71 I was experiencing financial difficulties- .75 
74 I could not afford the expensive supplies and materials 
for mv courses. .60 
An individual strongly agreeing with the three items in Factor 6 
reflects a student who withdrew because she did not find intellectual stim­
ulation and/or academic challenge at college. Factor loadings ranged from 
.60 to .82. 
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37 I thought the quality of instruction was poor. .60 
55 I did not find the coursework intellectually stimulating. .79 
57 I did not find the coursework challenging. .82 
Dissatisfaction with the program of study was expressed by respondents 
who agreed that the items comprising Factor 7 had caused them to leave 
I.S.U. Among these dissatisfactions were too much emphasis on home econom­
ics and science courses, lack of electives and practical experiences, and 
required courses unnecessary in meeting their needs. The item factor load­
ings ranged widely from .35 to .85. 
Table 10. Items and factor loadings for Factor 7: Dissatisfaction with 




15 I did not like taking courses I did not need. .48 
17 I felt too such emphasis was placed on science courses 
which did not relate directly to ny major. .35 
19 I felt too much emphasis was placed on home economics 
courses which did not relate directly to my major. .39 
70 I was disappointed in not having elective courses 
until ny junior and/or senior ycsr(s). .85 
72 I did not have enough electives. .80 
76 I had no opportunity for practical experience in my 
.43 major prior to uoy senior year. 
78 I was not satisfied with the variety of courses 
offered in ny major. .49 
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Agreement with the two items that comprise Factor 8 suggests that the 
large size of the university affected the student's decision to withdraw. 
Factor loadings were fairly moderate. 
Table 11. Items and factor loadings for Factor 8: University too large 
Factor 
Item loading 
26 I did not like being treated like a number. .46 
33 I found the classes too large. .44 
Student agreement with the reasons for leaving I.S.U. that clustered 
to form Factor 9 characterizes one who felt anxiety, pressure, and inferi­
ority because of difficult and demanding coursework. TSie factor loadings 
of the items indicated a fairly cohesive cluster. 




21 I felt too much pressure due to the quarter system of 
class schedules. .70 
23 I felt inferior because of the academic competition. .57 
24 I had no time left after studying to do anything else. .63 
25 I felt grades were emphasized rather than what one had 
learned. .46 
62 I became overly anxious and/or worried. .46 
69 I felt the courses were too hard. .73 
79 I thought the courses were too detailed. .62 
81 I felt too much material was presented in too short a 
time in the courses. .79 
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Lack of job information and opportunities was expressed as a reason 
for withdrawal by subjects who agreed with the items included in Factor 10. 
The factor loadings for these items indicated that this factor was less 
unified than others. 
Table 13. Items and factor loadings for Factor 10: Lack of job informa 




59 I could not get on-the-job training. .33 
61 I learned that job opportunities were not present 
graduates in my major. 
for 
.44 
63 I could not get much information about jobs available 
in different majors. .56 
67 I did not know what the job in my major field was 
in order to see why some courses were worthwhile. 
like 
.38 
Factor 11 describes students who withdrew from college for reasons 
involving inadequate secondary preparation, study habits, independence, and 
motivation. Coaditions neccGcary to prevent or improve these situations 
apparently were not available. The range of the factor loadings was .29 to 
.67. 
Factor 20 represents student dissatisfaction with the immediate col­
lege environment including unhappiness with the various housing and living 
arrangements as well as relationships between the residences, the small 
size of Ames, and the limited city public transportation system. The val­
ues of factor loadings were .38 to .78. 
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27 I was not motivated to study. .41 
47 I did not know how to study. .67 
49 I had inadequate high school preparation for college 
work. .56 
51 I needed remedial courses that were not offered. .49 
65 I did not have enough information concerning I.S.U.'s 
academic requirements in ny major before enrolling. .29* 
82 I lacked responsibility and independence. .42 
^Loading on original factor. 





4 I was disappointed in my housing arrczgszsnt. .78 
10 I thought the dormitory and Greek systems had nonprog­
ressive living arrangements. .76 
12 I could not easily get public transportation from the 
university to different areas in Ames. .50 
18 I felt the city of Ames was too small. .43 
32 I did not like the relationship between the Greek 
residences and dormitories. .38 
77 I felt you should be able to live in a dormitory with­
out having to eat there. .38 
i 
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The underlying conceptual unity of Factor 21 appears to be a personal 
or social barrier that resulted in student withdrawal from college. Exami­
nation of the nine items that clustered with factor loadings of .40 to .81 
to form this factor reveals the variety of barriers that had existed for 
the students prior to their departure. 





. 7 I became interested in a major other than home econom­
ics. .46 
38 I was overburdened by ny employment. .63 
42 I wanted to travel. .40 
50 I felt isolated because of my older age. .81 
53 I got a chance to transfer to ny more preferred college 
choice. .74 
54 I found the means of transportation from ny hometown to 
the university very limited. .43 
66 I was married and one of us had to quit for financial 
reasons. .52 
68 I was refused a student loan because my parents' income 
was too high. .56 
73 I was not pledged by the sorority (fraternity) of my 
choice. .50 
Students who agreed with the items in Factor 22 expressed a lack of 
commitment to achieving a college degree. This lack of commitment was 
indicated in several ways including negative feelings toward school, a 
desire tc work, and a desire to determine life goals. Factor loadings in 
this cluster ranged from .50 to .74. 
81 





9 I was not concerned about receiving a college degree. .62 
30 I wanted to decide what I wanted to do. .50 
40 I was tired of school. .71 
44 I wanted to work. .53 
45 I did not like going to school. .74 
Courtship and marriage seem to describe Factor 23. Respondents who 
were in agreement with these clustered reasons withdrew to be nearer their 
boyfriend (girlfriend), to marry, or to follow their husband. The factor 
loadings of the items were .36, .54, and .61. 
Table 18. Items and factor loadings for Factor 23: Marriage 
Factor 
Itciii leading 
20 I wanted to go with my husband. .54 
56 I planned to get married. .51 
75 I wanted to be closer to ray boyfriend or girlfriend. .36 
Factor Differences and Factor Importance 
An examination of the differences on factors between Group I and 
Group II was based on computation of the t test and inspection of frequency 
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distributions of the response patterns for the two groups. The importance 
of factors was determined by examining the frequency distributions of 
responses, noting particularly those of strong agreement and disagreement, 
and by rank ordering the factor mean scores. 
Before determining the importance of the 32 factors, which comprised 
single, couplet, and multiple items measuring basic reasons for leaving 
use of the t test and an examination of the frequency distribution 
of responses served to distinguish differences between Group I and Group II 
on the factors. Since all factors did not contain an equivalent number of 
items, adjusted means for the couplet and multiple item factors were calcu­
lated by dividing each factor mean score by the number of items within the 
factor. Thus, the resulting mean scores had a common base and could be 
interpreted easily according to the response scale: "1," strongly agree; 
"5," uncertain or not applicable; and "9," strongly disagree. All 32 fac­
tors with the adjusted means and t values for Group I and Group II are 
listed in Appendix D (Table 27). Inspection of the means indicated that on 
the majority of factors the two groups of students did not differ signifi­
cantly in their responses. However, the following 13 factors proved to be 
significantly different for Group I and Group li: 
(1) Factor 4; Scheduling problems 
(2) Factor 5; Financial difficulties 
(3) Factor 7: Dissatisfaction with the program of study 
(4) Factor 8: University too large 
(5) Factor 9: Coursework difficult and demanding 
(6) Factor 10; Lack of job information and opportunities 
(7) Factor 15: Self-actualization 
(8) Factor 16; Lack of a quiet resideiitial study area 
(9) Factor 17; Pregnancy 
(10) Factor 18: Incompatible beliefs and values 
(11) Factor 20: Dissatisfaction with the local environment 
(12) Factor 22: Lack of commitment to college degree 
(13) Factor 23; Marriage 
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The differences between the means of the two groups on these factors 
all represented a shift in response toward more agreement or less disagree­
ment for Group II than for Group I. In other words, these factors or rea­
sons for college withdrawal appeared to be more important to students in 
Group II than chose in Group I. 
An examination of the means does not reveal the response distribu­
tions, therefore, similarities and differences of factor response patterns 
for the two groups are illustrated in Figures 14, 15, and 16 (Appendix E). 
Figure 14 pictures the multiple item factors, and Figures 15 and 16 present 
the couplet and single item factors. The frequency distributions of 
response patterns that were significantly different between Group I and 
Group II are noted with asterisks. The curves representing these signifi­
cantly different response patterns were less congruent than those curves on 
factors which were not significantly different. The graphs also show that 
the curves representing Group II on the 13 significantly different factors 
depicted stronger agreement and less strong disagreement. 
However, the two curves of the 13 factors actually were not drasti­
cally different nor were the interpretations of the factor mean score dif­
ferences. Therefore, the rank order of factors in importance of reasons 
for college withdrawal were established for the combined groups. This rank 
order of factors by factor mean values for the total group is presented in 
Table 19. The five most important factors or reasons for withdrawal were: 
(1) Factor 23: Harriags 
(2) Factor 24: Uncertainty of college major 
(3) Factor 2: Lack of staff support 
(4) Factor 8: University too large 
(5) Factor 7: Dissatisfaction with program of study 
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These factors all had adjusted means below 6.00. Examination of the dis­
tribution of responses for both groups of students on these important fac­
tors revealed curves that were more skewed to the left and indicated more 
agreement with the reason than did the curves on the less important fac­
tors. 
Table 19. Rank order of the 32 factors by mean values for total group 
Factor Adjusted 
Rank number Factor name mean 
1 23 Marriage 5.01 
2 24 Uncertainty of major 5.41 
3 2 Lack of staff support 5.60 
4 
8 University too large 5.65 
7 Dissatisfaction with program of study 5.65 
5 14 Lack of freedom to explore other curricula 6-01 
6 15 Self-actualization 6.17 
7 22 Lack of commitment to college degree 6.19 
8 9 Coursework difficult and demanding 6.22 
9 11 Poor study habits and academic preparation 6.32 
10 13 Curriculum inadequate for career preparation 6.34 
11 5 Financial difficulties 6.44 
12 10 Lack of job information and opportunities 6.52 
13 21 Personal and social barriers 6.60 
14 4 Scheduling problems 6.70 
15 25 Immaturity 6.73 
16 16 Lack of quiet residential study area 6.74 
17 26 Family problem 6 S6 
18 27 Health complications 6.90 
19 20 Dissatisfaction with local environment 6.91 
20 3 Academic difficulties 7.01 
21 18 Incompatible beliefs and values 7.06 
22 6 Lack of academic challenge 7.07 
23 28 Be closer to home 7.08 
24 12 Desire for slower life style 7.14 
17 Pregnancy 7.14 
25 1 Social inadequacy 7.20 
26 29 Did not want to enroll at I.S.U. 7.28 
27 32 Roommate incompatibility 7.31 
28 19 Advised to leave 7.52 
29 
30 Disliked types of I.S.U. students 7.79 
31 Ames too large 7.79 
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Relationships of Background Variables and Factors 
Eleven background variables were correlated with the 32 factors or 
reasons for home economics student withdrawal from Iowa State University. 
The following student background variables did not correlate with any fac­
tors at .120 or above; (1) education of mother, (2) occupation of mother, 
(3) age at college entrance, and (4) educational goal. Background vari­
ables and factors correlating at .120 or above (see Table 20) were inter­
preted as significantly different than zero or no correlation and appear in 
the following discussion. 
Education of father 
A positive association was found between the education of the stu­
dent's father and the student reporting Factor 5: Financial difficulties, 
as a reason for leaving I.S.U. (see Table 20). The lower the numeric 
scores for the father's education were, the lower was the level of education 
attained by the father. The lower the numeric scores on Factor 5 were, the 
more strongly the student felt financial problems were the cause of with­
drawal. Consequently, students with fathers having less education more 
frequently voiced financial difficulties as a reason for withdrawal Chan 
did students with fathers having more education. 
Occupation of father 
The negative correlation between the occupation of the student's 
father and Factor 5 as given in Table 20 was interpreted as follows: stu­
dents whose fathers held unskilled, semi-skilled, or skilled occupational 
positions tended to list financial reasons for withdrawal from college, 
whereas students whose fathers were in professional and managerial 
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Table 20. Correlations of certain background variables with factors 
Background variables^ 
Factors A B C D E F G 
1 .200 
2 .213 
3 -.237 .424 
4 -.183 




9 -.161 .308 
10 -.127 






23 .139 -.129 -.220 
24 .126 
25 -.132 .255 .156 
28 .200 
^A, education of father, 8th grade or less to advance degree; B, occu 
pation of father, professional to unskilled; C, high school rank, 1 to 99; 
D, year of college entry 1951-1972; E, student employment, more than 20 
work hours to not employed; F, cumulative grade point average 0 to 4.0; 
G, college quarters completed- two quarters or less to nine or more quar­
ters. 
positions did not. In other words, the lowest numeric scores for the 
father's occupation represented the professional and managerial positions, 
and the lowest scores on Factor 5 represented strong agreement that finan­
cial problems were the cause for college withdrawal. 
87 
High school rank 
As shown in Table 20, high school rank correlated negatively with four 
factors and positively with one. Since a high school rank of 1 was top and 
99 was the bottom, negative correlations indicated that those with top 
rankings disagreed that the factor was a reason for withdrawal, while those 
with low rankings agreed that it was a reason. The positive correlation 
reflected the reverse relationship between rankings and agreement or dis­
agreement with the factors. Students with lower high school ranks tended 
to report more frequently academic difficulties as their reason for college 
withdrawal than did students with higher high school ranks (Factor 3). 
Students with lower high school ranks tended to find the coursework so dif­
ficult and demanding that they withdrew from college, whereas students with 
higher high school ranks did not (Factor 9). Poor study habits and defi­
cient secondary academic preparation as reasons for withdrawal appeared to 
be associated with students having low high school ranks and not associated 
with students having high high school ranks (Factor 11). Students with 
higher high school ranks tended to agree marriage was a reason for with­
drawing from the College of Home Economics, while students with lower high 
school ranks disagreed (Factor 23). There was a tendency for students with 
lower high school ranks to drop out of college because they felt they were 
not ready for college and needed time to mature; however, students with 
higher high school ranks tended not to report such feelings (Factor 25). 
Year of college entry 
The student background variable of year of college entry correlated 
negatively with five factors as shown in Table 20. The factor or reason 
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for leaving I.S.U. was more important for students who enrolled in college 
during the later years of the study. Specifically, there was a tendency 
for students in the I960's and the early 1970's to report scheduling prob­
lems and a tendency for students in the 1950*s not to be confronted with 
thers (Factor 4). Students entering in the 1960's and 1970's tended to feel 
lacking in job information and job opportunities, whereas the students 
entering in the 1950's tended to reflect having sufficient job information 
and opportunities (Factor 10). Students who enrolled during 1960-1972 
tended to feel in constant defense of their beliefs and values, while those 
who enrolled in the 1950's tended not to be confronted with opposing 
beliefs and values (Factor 18). The local environment including housing 
and transportation tended to be unsatisfactory to students in the later 
period and satisfactory to students in the previous period (Factor 20). 
There was a tendency for students enrolled during 1960-1972 to cite mar­
riage as a reason for withdrawal from college and a tendency for students 
enrolled during 1951-1959 not to cite it (Factor 23). 
Student employment 
As shown in Tabls 20, z positive relationship existed between the 
hours of student employment and Factor 5 concerning financial difficulties. 
A low numeric score on the employment variable indicated 20 or more work 
hours. Thus, students who were employed full or part time tended to report 
financial difficulties as influencing their decision to withdraw from col­
lege, while students not employed tended not to report reasons concerning 
finances. 
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Cumulative grade point average 
Twelve factors exhibited some relationship to cumulative grade point 
average (GPA), 11 positively correlated and one negatively correlated (see 
Table 20). Basically, positive correlations meant that the lower the cumu­
lative GPA, the mors strongly the student agreed that the factor contrib­
uted to college withdrawal. The negative correlation demonstrated the 
reverse relationship. Students with lower cumulative CPA's tended to indi­
cate that the lack of staff support influenced their decision to withdraw 
from Iowa State University, while students with higher averages tended not 
to mention staff support as a reason influencing withdrawal (Factor 2). 
Reasons concerning academic difficulties seemed to be associated with drop­
outs having the lower cumulative CPA's; in contrast, these reasons did not 
seem to be associated with dropouts having the higher cumulative CPA's 
(Factor 3). The lack of academic challenge tended to be a reason for with­
drawal for students earning lower cumulative CPA's and not for students 
earning higher averages (Factor 6). The lower the cumulative CPA's of stu­
dents were, the more they tended to respond that dissatisfaction with the 
program of study was why they dropped out of school, while the higher the 
cumulative CPA's were, the less the students tended to give that reason 
(Factor 7). Reasons related to the large size of Iowa State University 
seemed to have a negative effect on students with lower cumulative CPA's 
that resulted in their withdrawal from college; however, students with 
as a reason for their departure (Factor 8). The lower the cumulative CPA's 
of the students were, the greater the tendency was for students to leave 
college because of the difficult and demanding coursework and vice versa 
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for students with higher grade point averages (Factor 9). Reasons concern­
ing poor study habits and secondary academic preparation tended to be given 
more frequently by students with lower cumulative CPA's and less frequently 
by students with higher averages (Factor 11). The lack of a quiet study 
area at the student's residence tended to have contributed to withdrawal of 
students with low cumulative CPA's rather than those with high ones (Factor 
16). Students with low cumulative CPA's tended to leave college on the 
advice given by their advisers or counselors, while students with high 
CPA's tended not to give this reason for leaving college (Factor 19). Stu­
dents with low cumulative CPA's tended to disagree that marriage was their 
reason for leaving I.S.U., while students with high averages tended to 
agree that marriage was a reason (Factor 23). Uncertainty of college major 
was a reason that tended to be offered more frequently by students with 
lower cumulative CPA's and less frequently by students with higher cumula­
tive CPA's (Factor 24). The lower the cumulative CPA's of the students 
were, the greater was the agreement that immaturity was a reason for leav­
ing Iowa State University, and the higher the cumulative CPA's of the stu­
dents were, the greater was the disagreement that immaturity was a reason 
(Factor 25). 
College quarters completed 
The number of college quarters completed correlated positively with 
four factors as presented in Table 20. In general, low numeric scores on 
this background variable and the factors were equated with few college 
quarters completed and strong agreement with the factors or reasons for 
leaving I-S.U. More specifically, students who had completed fewer college 
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quarters were inclined to report social inadequacy as a reason for college 
withdrawal, while students who had completed more college quarters were 
inclined not to report that reason (Factor 1). Lack of commitment to a 
college degree tended to be cited as a reason for withdrawal by students 
who had completed fewer college quarters and tended not to be cited as a 
reason by students who had completed more college quarters (Factor 22). 
Dropouts who had completed fewer college quarters tended to reply that they 
had not been ready for college and needed time to grow up, while dropouts 
who had completed more college quarters tended to reply in the opposite 
manner (Factor 25). The fewer the college quarters the students had com­
pleted, the more likely they tended to respond that they withdrew from Iowa 
State University to be closer to home; the contrary was true for students 
who had completed more college quarters (Factor 28). 
Discussion of Findings 
Sampling method and sample 
Interpretation of the findings of this study must be done with care 
because of the sampling procedure used and the percentage of questionnaires 
returned, «early oG percent of the parents of students in the population 
supplied current addresses of their children who had attended and later 
withdrawn from college. Then, 65 percent of these dropouts completed and 
returned questionnaires. Thus, sampling bias may be present in this study. 
The literature reviewed also pointed out that the more successful the 
dropouts have been prior to and following withdrawal, the more likely they 
are to respond in comparison to the less successful dropouts. 
92 
Reasons for attrition and student variables 
The first hypothesis tested in this study was that there was no sig­
nificant difference between students enrolled during 1951-1959 (Group I) 
and those enrolled during 1960-1972 (Group II) regarding reasons for col­
lege withdrawal and the student variables. The hypothesis was rejected on 
34 of the 84 reasons for withdrawal (Table 22) and rejected on 13 of 32 
factors (Table 27). The hypothesis was accepted for these seven student 
variables; educational level and occupation of the mother, high school 
rank, age at college entrance, marital status, educational goal, and 
employment following withdrawal. The hypothesis was rejected for these ten 
student variables: educational level and occupation of the father, finance 
of college expenses, student employment, cumulative grade point average, 
college major, college quarters completed, college residence, assistance 
from university personnel needed, and degree completion following with­
drawal. 
Even though differences between students in Group I and in Group II 
regarding the reasons for withdrawal and student variables proved to be 
statistically significant, the practical interpretation of these differ­
ences was that the two groups were in fact quite similar. The significant 
differences between the two groups that did occur probably resulted from 
the large sample size of the study. As samples increase in size, less dif­
ference is needed between variables to reach statistical significance. 
AlthouRh the differences between groups were not j^reat, mention will 
be made of changes in importance of reasons and reasons with the greatest 
differences between groups. None of the factors and only three of the 34 
reasons that differed significantly between Group I and Group II became 
93 
less important reasons for withdrawal: interest in a major other than in 
home economics, inadequate high school preparation, and opportunity to 
transfer to a more preferred college. Hie decrease in importance of the 
first and third items was likely due to the availability of elementary edu­
cation certification at I.S.U. starting in 1963. A downward trend in 
importance of inadequate high school preparation as a reason for withdrawal 
was noted for students who entered college during 1960-1972. This may have 
been an outcome of the emphasis placed on mathematics and the sciences in 
elementary and secondary schools during the 1950*s. 
Administrators, counselors, and teachers might pay particular atten­
tion to those 31 specific reasons and 13 factors on which a shift in 
response toward more agreement was observed for Group II than for Group I. 
These reasons for attrition apparently were more important to students in 
Group II than those in Group I. Therefore, to reverse this trend in stu­
dent response patterns, appropriate action should be taken by the institu­
tion. 
Most important reasons for withdrawal 
for withdrawal were used; the ranking of individual reasons according to 
student agreement, student ranking of the first, second, and third most 
important reasons, and the ranking of factors according to student agree­
ment. Marriage was by far the single most important reason for withdrawal 
as cited by the students themselves. Approximately one-fourth of the 
respondents stated it as their first most important reason, while about 
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45 percent of them expressed agreement on the rating scale that marriage 
plans had influenced their decision to withdraw from college. 
Among the five most important factors were marriage, uncertainty of 
college major, and dissatisfaction with program of study which seemed to 
agree with the individually ranked first, second, and third most important 
reasons for attrition. Lack of staff support and university too large 
emerged among the top five factors in importance rather than pregnancy, 
deficient finances, and academic difficulties which were ranked by the stu­
dents as the first, second, and third important reasons. However, neither 
of the rankings of academic difficulties on the most important factors or 
reasons for attrition seemed to reflect that 30 percent of the students had 
cumulative CPA's below the necessary 2.00 required for graduation. These 
discrepancies might be attributed to dropouts reporting more socially 
acceptable reasons for withdrawal or to a difference between concerns that 
they had during college but that really were not great enough to trigger 
their withdrawal from college. Consequently, a comparison of the agreement 
or disagreement on such problems or concerns of dropouts with those of 
graduates would help clarify factors that were truly related to persistence 
and attrition. 
Relationship of reasons for withdrawal to student variables 
The second hypothesis tested was that there was no significant differ­
ence between the reasons for withdrawal and the student variables. The 
hypothesis was accepted on the variables: (1) education of mother, 
(2) occupation of mother, (3) age at college entrance, and (4) educational 
goal- The hypothesis was rejected on variables; (1) education of father. 
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(2) occupation of father, (3) high school rank, (4) year of college entry, 
(5) student employment, (6) cumulative grade point average, and (7) college 
quarters completed. 
Students who were employed full or part time and had father with less 
education and lower occupational status tended to withdraw because of 
financial difficulties. Therefore, the financial aids office and faculty 
should keep alert to such students and assist them if possible in finding 
solutions to their financial difficulties. 
Because lower high school ranks of students were associated with aca­
demic problems that led to withdrawal, university officials might 
re-examine admissions criteria. Academic advisers and counselors should 
assist students with low HSR's in planning programs of study that will pro­
vide them with the greatest chances for success. Provision of remedial 
courses and adequate tutorial services for these students likely would be 
necessary. 
Although students with lower cumulative CPA's also tended to report 
reasons related to academic difficulties, lower CPA's cannot always be 
equated with lower aptitude. These additional reasons were related to 
lower cumulative CPA's: lack of academic challenge, uncertainty of college 
major, bigness of the university, and dissatisfaction with program of 
study. Therefore, advisers and counselors must make special effort in 
helping students match their abilities and interests with appropriate pro­
grams of study. In addition, the university could counteract its "bigness" 
by offering alternatives to large group activities that would provide 
opportunities for "small college atmosphere" within this large university. 
Students with higher cumulative CPA's as well as those with higher HSR's 
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tended to report marriage as the reason for their withdrawal. These 
students with greater chances for academic success should be encouraged to 
consider how marriage will affect their chances of college graduation and 
alternatives they have in achieving their educational goal. The university 
might also investigate ways of better meeting the needs of married students. 
B Because early withdrawal from college appeared to be related to feel­
ings of social inadequacy, lack of commitment to a college degree, imma­
turity, and desire to be closer to home, perhaps high school counselors 
could encourage students with such characteristics to enroll in other post-
secondary educational programs offering them greater chances of completion. 
Early identification of these students at college followed by their 
involvement in a group counseling situation might be one approach in alle­
viating withdrawal of these students. 
Students entering college in the 1960*s and 1970's tended to report 
scheduling problems, lack of job information and opportunities, defense of 
their beliefs and values, unsatisfactory environment, and marriage as rea­
sons for withdrawal- These reasons seem to be a reflection of the larger 
enrollments of students in college, the tightening of the job market for 
college graduates, the student movements of the 1960*8, and the lowering of 
the average age at marriage. University personnel should investigate and 
respond to these increasing concerns of students which have influenced 
their decision to withdraw from college. 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The main purpose of this study was to determine the most important 
reasons for student withdrawal from the College of Home Economics at Iowa 
State University during 1951-1972 and provide a description of background 
variables of these students. In examining who was dropping out and why, 
student background variables and reasons for withdrawal were compared 
between Group I (1951-1959) and Group II (1960-1972) to determine changes 
in the student groups themselves and in their reasons for attrition. Cer­
tain student background variables were correlated with the reasons to 
explore relationships that might give further insight into the attrition 
problem. 
The population included former Iowa resident students who had entered 
the College of Home Economics at I.S.U. during 1951-1972 as first quarter 
freshmen and left the university within the first or succeeding quarters 
before receiving their baccalaureate degrees. A total of 1732 question­
naires were mailed to all of these students for whom current mailing 
addresses had been obtained. Returned» usable questionnaires numbered 1099 
for the total group and represented nearly a 65 percent return (Group I, 
n = 362 and Group II, n = 737). In addition to the questionnaire, facts 
were collected from student records in the registrar's office. 
Analysis of the data included; (1) a score analysis with the fre­
quency distribution, means, variance, and standard deviation of the student 
background variables, 84 reasons for dropping out of home economics, and 
first, second, and third most important reasons of the total sample, (2) an 
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exploratory factor analysis of the 84 reasons using the Little Jiffy, Mark 
IV (Kaiser, 1970) statistical procedure, (3) a score analysis of the student 
background variables and the factors for Group I, 1951-1959 and Group II, 
1960-1972, (4) a t test to determine significant differences between Group 
I and Group IIj and (5) a correlation between certain background variables 
and the factors for the total sample which combined Group I and Group II. 
Descriptions of students according to the following background vari­
ables were reported. Those that were significantly different between the 
two groups as a result of t test comparisons are noted with asterisks-
educational level of mother 
educational level of father* 
occupation of mother 
occupation of father* 
high school rank 
age at college entrance 
marital status 
educational goal 
finance of college expenses* 
student employment* 
cumulative grade point average* 
college major* 
college quarters completed* 
college residence* 
assistance from university personnel needed before withdrawal* 
employment following withdrawal from I.S.U. 
re-enrollment at I.S.U. 
degree ccsplsticn fcllot-7ing ^ritbdrawal* 
major of degree completed 
Even though some variables were significantly different, after further 
examination the researcher concluded that the two groups of students were 
not, in reality, outstandingly diverse. 
Among the reasons for leaving I.S.U. ranked as first, second, and 
third in importance by the students in Group I and Group II marriage was 
cited by about 25 percent of the dropouts and was by far the first most 
important reason for attrition. Marriage also ranked high among the second 
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and third most important reasons. Other reasons among the three most 
important ones frequently reported by both groups were desire to go with 
husband, financial difficulties, and uncertainty of college major. Stu­
dents in Group I ranked interest in a nonhome economics major, lack of 
assistance from adviser, lack of concern about receiving a degree, desire 
to work, and inadequate high school preparation higher than did students in 
Group II. On the other hand, students in Group II ranked these reasons 
more important than did Group I: pregnancy, too many science courses, 
desire to be closer to boyfriend (girlfriend), academic difficulties, and 
need to define personal goals. However, these differences in first, sec­
ond, and third most important reasons for leaving I.S.U. were not signifi­
cantly different between the two groups of students. 
Because several reasons for college withdrawal might be associated 
with a basic underlying reason or concept, factor analysis was employed to 
reduce the number of specific reasons. This procedure was used to increase 
the precision of determining importance of basic reasons for attrition and 
reduce the complexity of correlating selected student background variables 
with reasons for withdrawal. Through factor analysis the 84 reasons for 
withdrawal from college were reduced to 15 multiple item factors and 17 
single item factors. 
Results of the t test revealed that Group I and Group II were signifi­
cantly different on 13 factors which identified basic reasons for with­
drawal from the College of Home Economics at I.S.U. These factors were: 
(1) scheduling problems, (2) financial difficulties, (3) dissatisfaction 
with the program of study, (4) university too large, (5) coursework diffi­
cult and demanding, (6) lack of job information and opportunities. 
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(7) self-actualization, (8) lack of a quiet residential study area, 
(9) pregnancy, (10) incompatible beliefs and values, (11) dissatisfaction 
with the local environment, (12) lack of commitment to college degree, and 
(13) marriage. On each of these significantly different factors, the factor 
mean score for Group II was lower than for Group I indicating more impor­
tance given to the factor as a reason for withdrawal from college. 
After further examination and interpretation of the significant dif­
ferences, the researcher concluded that the differences were not so great 
as to warrant separate treatment in determining importance of the factors. 
Therefore, the five most Important factors or reasons for withdrawal for 
the group as a whole were: 
(1) Factor 23; Marriage 
(2) Factor 24: Uncertainty of college major 
(3) Factor 2: Lack of staff support 
(4) Factor 8: University too large 
(5) Factor 7: Dissatisfaction with program of study 
For insight into the relationship of who was dropping out of the Col­
lege of Home Economics at I.S.U. and why, 11 student background variables 
were correlated with 32 factors. Correlations of .120 or above were inter­
preted as significant, indicating a definite relationship even though it 
was slight. The four background variables of education of mother, occupa­
tion of mother, age at college entrance, and educational goal did not cor­
relate with any factors at .120 or higher. Student background variables 
which correlated with various factors at .120 or above included: (1) edu­
cation of father, (2) occupation of father, (3) high school rank; (4) year 
of college entry, (5) student employment, (6) cumulative grade point aver­
age, and (7) college quarters completed. A summary of the relationships 
between these background variables and the factors follows: 
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(1) Students with fathers having less education tended to attribute 
financial difficulties as one of their reasons for withdrawal, 
while students with fathers having more education did not. 
(2) Students whose fathers held unskilled, semi-skilled, or skilled 
occupational positions tended to list financial difficulties as 
reasons for withdrawal, while students whose fathers held profes­
sional and managerial positions did not. 
(3) Students with lower high school ranks tended to report more fre­
quently than did students with higher ranks academic difficul­
ties, difficult and demanding coursework, poor study habits and 
inadequate high school preparation, and immaturity, while stu­
dents with higher high school ranks tended to report marriage as 
their reason for withdrawal. 
(4) Students entering college in the 1960's and 1970's tended to 
report scheduling problems, lack of job information and job 
opportunities, constant defense of their beliefs and values, dis­
satisfaction with the local environment, and marriage as contrib­
uting factors in their decision to withdraw. 
(5) Students who were employed full or part time tended to report 
financial difficulties as influencing their decision to drop out 
of I.S.U. 
(6) Students with lower cumulative grade point averages tended to 
list lack of staff support> academic difficulties, lack of aca­
demic challenge, dissatisfaction with program of study, the large 
university size, difficult and demanding coursework, poor study 
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habits and secondary academic preparation, lack of a quiet resi­
dential study area, adviser's recommendation to leave college, 
uncertainty of college major, and immaturity as reasons that 
influenced their decision to withdraw, while students with higher 
cumulative grade point averages tended to cite marriage as their 
reason for withdrawal. 
(7) Students who had completed fewer college quarters were inclined 
to report they withdrew from college because of social inade­
quacy, lack of commitment to a college degree, immaturity, and 
desire to be closer to home, while students who had completed 
more college quarters tended not to report such reasons for with­
drawal . 
Re c ommendat ions 
On the basis of the current research findings concerning the reasons 
for withdrawal from the College of Home Economics at I.S.U., the following 
recommendations are offered to administrators, academic departments, and 
student services. 
Academic departments 
1. Promote greater faculty concern and interest in students to reduce 
student feelings of lack of staff support. 
2. Continually evaluate curricula including requirements, electives, 
quantity and difficulty of material presented in courses, and ade­
quacy of career preparation of graduates in efforts to provide 
maximum student satisfaction with their programs of study. 
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3. Experiment with alternatives to large group instruction to provide 
students with opportunities for "small college atmosphere" within 
this large university. 
4. Relate courses to job orientations to give students a better 
understanding of why courses are needed for their career prepara­
tion. 
Academic advising and counseling 
1. Give students adequate assistance in planning their programs of 
study to communicate faculty interest in them and to encourage 
their maximum growth and satisfaction in college. 
2. Help students with vocational curriculum choices. 
a. Assist them in identifying and building on their past experi­
ences, interests, aptitudes, special skills, etc., to increase 
discovery of self and commitment to their educational goals. 
b. Allow students to explore other curricula to increase commit­
ment to and satisfaction with program of study. 
3. Emphasize importance of job experiences related to college major 
in evaluating career choice and relating coursework to job tasks 
performed. 
4. Provide opportunities for students to develop good study skills 
and to acquire remedial or tutorial assistance with coursework 
especially in areas of physical sciences and mathematics. 
5. Counsel with students in examining how marriage and its subsequent 
responsibilities will affect completion of their education and to 
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consider possible alternatives in achieving their educational 
goals. 
6. Identify the less mature students and provide opportunities for 
group counseling to help prevent their withdrawal. 
Articulation with high schools and post-secondary institutions 
1. Communicate with counselors and prospective students concerning 
the requirements of the college degree programs and necessary aca­
demic preparation for them. 
2. Encourage students to establish good study habits prior to college 
entry. 
3. Encourage career exploration by students before matriculation to 
increase their chances for satisfactory completion of their col­
lege program. 
Student activities 
1. Promote student-faculty interaction to increase the feelings of 
concern between the two. 
2. Encourage small group activities to reduce feelings of "bigness" 
in this large university setting. 
Residences 
1. Encourage good study practices and provide quiet study areas. 
2. Promote improved reactions between Greek and dormitory residences. 
3. Investigate alternative living/eating arrangements in the resi­
dences to increase student satisfaction with them. 
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Financial aid 
1. Be alert to students who have fathers with less education and 
lower status occupations and students who are employed full or 
part time since they have a greater tendency to withdraw for 
financial reasons. 
Placement 
1. Assist students in securing work experiences early to learn about 
job opportunities, evaluate their vocational choice, and see the 
relationship between courses and job responsibilities. 
Admissions 
1. Re-examine admissions criteria since students with lower HSR's 
tend to withdraw for academic reasons. 
2. Initiate a computerized system of record keeping conducive to 
future on-going analysis of student flow in college. 
Student scheduling 
1. Investigate possible solutions to minimize student scheduling 
problems involving course and time offerings. 
Recommendations for further research 
1. Revise the questionnaire by using the 32 factors instead of the 
84 reasons for withdrawal. Reverse the rating scale using "1" to 
indicate "not a problem" and "9" to indicate "a very important 
problem." Rather than having students rate reasons for leaving 
I.S.U., have students rate problems they may have encountered 
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during their college enrollment in terms of the degree of concern 
or importance of the problem. 
Explore the relationship of other student variables with reasons 
for withdrawal. 
Administer the revised questionnaire to students who have gradu­
ated and compare graduates and nongraduates including first quar­
ter freshmen and transfer students on student background variables 
and concerns during college. 
Conduct a longitudinal study of an entering class to examine 
attrition rates using further classifications of types of with­
drawal, problems or concerns experienced as students, and the 
interaction of student-college variables resulting in graduation 
or withdrawal. 
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I O W A  S T A T E  U N I V E R S I T Y  
O F  S C I E N C E  A N D  T E C H N O L O G Y  
Ames. Iowa 60010 
COLLEGE OP HOME ECONOMICS 
OFFICE or THC OCAN October 1974 
Dear Former Student, 
The College of Home Economics is concerned that each student 
has the best experience possible while attending Iowa State 
University. In order to improve the academic program and 
student life, your assistance is needed. As a former student, 
the reasons which influenced your decision to leave Iowa State 
University will enable us to evaluate and improve the program 
and, thus, more effectively assist future students. 
Your responses to the attached questionnaire will be confidential; 
your name will not be used. The study will be summarized as a 
whole, not by individuals. 
Thank you for your time and prompt response. If we can be of 
further service to you, please feel free to contact us. 
P.S. 1) This questionnaire will require only twenty minutes of 
your time. 
2) Return the completed questionnaire by folding it in half, 
stapling or taping it together, and mailing it within 
the next ten days. 
Sincerely, 
Helen LeB. Hilton, Dean 





Part I: General Background 
Directions; Complete each statement by placing an "X" in front of 
the most appropriate response or writing a short answer 
in the space provided. Please respond to every item. 
Name : 
Last First Middle Maiden Name 
1. My age during the first quarter of enrollment at ISU was 
1) 17 years old or younger 
2) 18 years old 
3) 19 years old 
4) 20 years old 
5) 21 years old or older 
2. When I enrolled at ISU, my educational goal was to complete 
1) 1 year of college or less 
2) 2 years of college 
3) 3 years of college 
4) 4 years of college 
5) other, specify 
3. While I was a student, I was 
1) employed full-time (more than 20 hours) 
2) employed 10-20 hours 
3) employed less than 10 hours 
4) not employed 
4. My mother's highest educational level is: 
1) Bth grade or less 
2) 12th grade or less 
3) business, vocational, or technical training after 
completion of high school 
4) 1 or more years of college without receiving a degree 
3) Bachelor's degree 
6) Advanced degree 
5. Her occupation while I was a student was 
Specific duties: 
My father's highest educational level is: 
1) 8th grade or less 
2) 12th grade or less 
3) businessi vocational, or technical training after 
completion of high school 
4) 1 or more years of college without receiving a degree 
5) Bachelor's degree 
6) Advanced degree 




8. My college expenses were primarily financed by 
1) my parents 
2) student loans and/or scholarships 
5) myself 
4) my spouse 
5) other, specify 
9. My major at the time I left ISU was 
1) Applied Art 
2) Child Development 
3) ?ood and Nutrition 
4) Home Economics Education 
5) Home Economics for General Education 
6) Home Economics Journalism 
7) Household Equipment or Family Environment 
8) Institution Management 
9) Physical Education for Women 
10) Textiles and Clothing 
11) not declared 
10. My major place of residence while attending ISU was my 
1) dormitory 
2) sorority or fraternity 
3) off-campus housing 
4) married student housing 
5) parent's home 
6) other, specify 
11. When I left ISU, I was 
1) single 





12- Before I left ISU, I had completed 
1) 2 quarters or less 
2) 3-5 quarters 
3) 6-8 quarters 
4) 9 or more quarters 
13. After leaving ISU I 
1) went to work full or part-time 
2) got married and became a homemaker 
3) enrolled at a business, vocational, or technical school 
4) transferred to an area community or junior college 
5) transferred to another four-year university or college 
6) other, specify 
14. After withdrawing from ISU I 
1) re-enrolled only once 
2) re-enrolled twice 
3) re-enrolled three or more times 
4) did not re-enroll 
4 
115 
15. Since leaving ISU I 
1) have completed my Certificate or Associate degree; 
major 
2) have completed my Bachelor's degree: major 
3) have completed my Master's degree; major 
4) am still in school and working toward my degree: 
major 
5) have not completed a degree 
16. Was there anything the university (teachers, advisers, counselors) 
could have done to help you "before you left ISU? 
Part II: Seasons for Leaving ISU 
Directions: Now you have the opportunity to express your concerns 
which led to your decision to withdraw from ISU. If 
you Strongly Agree with the reason, write "1" in the 
blank. If you Strongly Disagree with the reason, write 
"9" in the blank. If you are Uncertain or the reason 
is Not Applicable in your situation, write "5" in the 
blank. You may use any number between "1" to "9" to 
indicate the extent of your agreement and disagreement. 
The scale is shown below. Remember to respond to every 
item. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Not Applicable Disagree 
I left ISU because: 
1. I was dropped or about to be dropped from enrollment by the 
academic standards committee. 
2. I wanted a slower life style. 
5. I would have been on temporary enrollment if I had continued, 
4. I was disappointed in my housing arrangement. 
5. I was not sure about my college major. 
6. I was not ready for college; I needed time to grow up. 
7. I became interested in a major other than in home economics. 
8. I did not feel accepted by the other students. 
9. I was not concerned about receiving a college degree. 
10. I thought the dormitory and Greek systems had non-progressive 
living arrangements (hours, co-ed housing, etc.). 
_11. I found the curriculum in my major inadequate for my career 
preparation. 
12. I could not easily get public transportation from the 
university to different areas in Ames. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 
Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Not Applicable Disagree 
I left ISU because: 
13. I did not have freedom to explore other curricula so I 
could easily evaluate my interests and abilities. 
14. I had a family problem at home (conflict, illness, or death). 
15. I did not like taking courses I did not need. 
16, I was pregnant. 
17. I felt too much emphasis was placed on science courses which 
did not relate directly to my major. 
IS. I felt the city of Ames was too small. 
19. I felt too much emphasis was placed on home economics courses 
which did not relate directly to my major. 
20. I wanted to go with my husband. 
21. I felt too much pressure due to the quarter system of class 
schedules. 
22. I had health complications (physical illness, injury, mental 
disturbance). 
23. I felt inferior because of the academic competition. 
24. I had no time left after studying to do anything else. 
25. I felt grades were emphasized rather than what one had learned. 
26. I did not like being treated like a number. 
27. I was not motivated to study. 
28. I found ISU too large to get acquainted with other students. 
29. I could not get into my required and/or elective courses 
because of their full enrollment. 
30. I wanted to decide what I wanted to do. 
31. I could not fit my required and/or elective courses into my 
schedule at the times they were offered. 
32. I did not like the relationship between the Greek residences 
and dormitories. 
33. I found the classes too large. 
34. I was constantly defending my beliefs and values. 
35. I felt a lack of faculty interest in me. 
36. I felt socially inadequate. 
37. I thought the quality of instruction was poor. 
38. I was overburdened by my employment. 
39. I did not receive encouragement from my teachers. 
40. I was tired of school. 
6 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 i 
Strongly Agree Uncertain ' Disagree Strongly 
Agree Not Applicable Disagree 
I left ISU "because; 
41. I did not receive enough assistance from my academic adviser. 
42. I wanted to travel. 
43. I did not like my academic adviser. 
44» I wanted to work, 
45. I did not like going to school. 
45. I wanted to find out who I was. 
47. I did not know how to study. 
48. I wanted to he closer to home. 
49. I had inadequate high school preparation for college work, 
50. I felt isolated because of my older age. 
51. I needed remedial courses (e.g. math, chemistry) that were 
not offered. 
52. I did not like the type of people who attend ISU. 
53. I got a chance to transfer to my more preferred college choice. 
54. I found the means of transportation from my hometown to the 
university very limited. 
55. I did not find the coursework intellectually stimulating. 
56. I planned to get married. 
57. I did not find the coursework challenging. 
58. I felt the city of Ames was too large. 
59. I could not get on-the-job training. 
60. I could not get along with my roommate. 
61. I learned that job opportunities were not present for 
graduates in my major. 
62. I became overly anxious and/or worried. 
53. I could not get much information about jobs available in 
different majors. 
64. I could not find a quiet place to study at my residence. 
65. I did not have enough information concerning ISU's academic 
requirements in my major before enrolling, 
56. I was married and one of us had to quit for financial reasons. 
67. I did not know what the job in my major field was like in 
order to see why some courses were worthwhile. 
55. I was refused a student loan because my parents' income was 
too high. 
59. I felt the courses were too hard. 
7 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Not Applicable Disagree 
I left ISU "because: 
70. I was disappointed in not having elective courses until my 
junior and/or senior year(s). 
71. I was experiencing financial difficulties. 
72. I did not have enough electives. 
73. I was not pledged "by the sorority (fraternity) of my choice. 
74. I could not afford the expensive supplies and materials for 
my courses. 
75. I wanted to "be closer to my boyfriend or girlfriend. 
76. I had no opportunity for practical experience in my major 
prior to my senior year. 
77. I felt you should be able to live in a dormitory without 
having to eat there. 
78. I was not satisfied with the variety of courses offered in 
my major. 
79. I thought the courses were too detailed. 
80. I could not make close friends. 
81. I felt too much material was presented in too short a time 
in the courses. 
82. I lacked responsibility and independence. 
83. I really did not want to come to ISU in the first place, 
but my parents insisted. 
84. I was advised to leave by my adviser or counselor. 
85. of other reasons; please specify 
86. From the reasons stated above, select three reasons which 
most influenced your decision to leave Iowa State University, 
List these reasons in order of importance by writing the 
number corresponding to the most important reason first. 
1) First most important reason 
2) Second niOst important reason 
3) Third most important reason 
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(fold on line) 
Dean Helen LeB. Hilton 
College of Home Econoai 
Iowa State University 








The coding schemes followed option numbers on the questionnaire for the 
following items: 1, 3, 4, 6, 9, 11, 12, and 14. The coding schemes for 
the remaining questionnaire items in Part I are given as follows: 
2. Options 1-4 (same as given on questionnaire) 
5) No goal 
6) Uncertain 
7) More than 4 years of college 
5 and 7. Options 1-9 represented the categories as given in the Dictionary 
of Occupational Titles (1965) except that categories "0" and "1," the 
professional and managerial occupations, were combined and coded as "1-' 
8. Options 1-4 (same as given on questionnaire) 
5) Options 1 & 2 checked, ny parents (or other relative) and student 
loans. Any 3 options checked. 
6) Options 2 & 3 checked, student loans and/or scholarships and myself 
(or spouse or bank loans). 
7) Options 1 & 3 checked, parents and nyself. 
10. Options 1-5 (same as given on questionnaire) 
2) Options 1 & 2 checked, dormitory and sorority 
3) Options 1 & 3 checked, dormitory and off-campus housing 
Options 5 & 3 checked, parent's home and off-campus housing 
4) Options 1 & 4 checked, dormitory and married student housing 
13. Options 1-5 (same as given on questionnaire) 
3) Options 2 & 3 checked, got married . . . and enrolled at a business 
. . . school 
4) Options 2 & 4 checked, get married . . . and transferred to commu­
nity college 
5) Options 2 & 5 checked, got married . . . and transferred to another 
college 
6) Options 1 & 5 checked, went to work and got married 
7) Options 1 6c 5 checked, went to work and transferred tc another col­
lege 
Options 1, 2, 6c 5 checked, went to work, got married, and trans­
ferred to another college 
8) Options 1 6e 3 checked, went to work and enrolled at a business . . 
school 
Options 1 6c 4 checked, went to work and transferred to community 
college 
Options 1, 2, 6e 3 checked, went to work, got married, and enrolled 
at a business . . . school 
9) Other: had a baby, entered service, followed husband, did nothing 
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15. Options 1-5 (same as given on questionnaire and if more than one degree 
had been completed, the highest degree was recorded) 
6) Options 1 & 4 checked, certificate and working on degree 
7) Options 2 & 4 baccalaureate and working on degree 
Options 3 & 4, master's and working on degree 
15a. Categories for majors completed 
1) Accounting, clerical, bookkeeping 
2) Business administration 
3) Secretarial 
4) Home economics 
5) Science and humanities 
6) Education 
7) Health occupations 
16. 1) No and not sure 
2) Yes (but no written comment) 
3) Yes, financial help — scholarships, loan advice 
4) Yes, more personal attention, good personal relationships, encour­
agement 
5) Yes, major & career guidance, degree requirements 
6) Yes, better counseling, more guidance, knowledgeable advisers, 
advice on course selection, information about how to study courses, 
remedial courses, tutors, scheduling, and dropping and adding 
courses 
7) Yes, curriculum, instruction, grading, etc. (adaptable programs, 
innovative teaching methods, testing out, reduce science require­
ments and/or relate them to home economics, smaller classes, reme­
dial classes) 
8) Yes, miscellaneous (housing, health service, roommates) 
9) Yes, more than one of the above 
Part II 
Itanis 1-S4 z;sre coded "1" to "9" according to the response scale as given on 
Questionnaire and item 86 (parts 1, 2, & 3) was coded "1" to "84" as pre­
sented in the questionnaire in Part II and "85" to "99" as presented in the 
coding scheme for questionnaire item 85 as follows: 
85) I wanted an education degree (elementary, physical, special). 
86) I wanted a health occupations major (nursing, pharmacy, physical 
therapy). 
87) I wanted a major that I.S.U. did not offer (other than a major 
listed in "85" such as music, voice, radio journalism). 
88) I decided I wanted a fine arts or liberal arts education. 
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89) I wanted to finish some type of post-high school training or edu­
cation in less than four years with less formal instruction and 
more on-the-job experience (cosmetology, business school, secre­
tarial training). 
90) I was having trouble passing the mathematics, chemistry, physics, 
English, and foreign language classes. 
91) I was married and found my family responsibilities and school too 
much. 
92) I needed to improve my grade point average; my grade point average 
was too low to get a degree in education; I was dissatisfied with 
myself in getting some low grades. 
93) I wanted a change in locality and/or climate. 
94) I was able to transfer my credits to another college or university 
(lower tuition, commuting distance, more job opportunities in 
area). 
95) I made a poor adjustment to college (studies, social aspects). 
96) I felt overburdened with contact hours and Saturday classes and no 
time left for extra reading or thought. 
97) I felt I was wasting time and money for what I was getting out of 
the curriculum; I saw no real use for completing the degree. 
98) I joined the armed services. Peace Corps; my husband was drafted. 
99) Miscellaneous reasons (wanted to move on to other aspects of life, 
for study, had boyfriend trauma or broken engagement, saw no flex­
ibility or cooperation between college, left because of religious 
convictions). 
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Double Postcard to Parents of Sample 
Dear Parents: 
The College of Home Economics at Iowa State University 
is trying to update the addresses of former students. 
It would be appreciated if you would return the self-
addressed postcard listing the present address and 
complete name of . 
Thank you for your participation and time. 
Helen LeB. Hilton 
Dean, College of Home Economics 
Name: 
(last) (first) (middle (maiden) 
initial) 
Spouse's name: 






I O W A  S T A T K  IIN I V K I I S I T Y  
O F  S C I E N C E  A N D  T E C H N O L O G Y  
Amos, Iowa sooio 
October 24, 1974 
Follow-up Letter to Sample 
Dear Former Student, 
Recently you received a questionnaire giving you an opportunity 
to express your reasons for leaving the College of Home Economics 
at Iowa State University. Your responses to the questionnaire 
are important to us in evaluating and improving the program to 
benefit our students. Hopefully, this reminder will emphasize 
our desire to hear from you soon. 
If you already have completed and mailed the questionnaire, 
please disregard this letter. However, if you need a question­
naire, simply return this letter with a note stating the request 
and a stamped questionnaire will be returned to you. 
Thank you again for your time and cooperation in this effort. 
Sincerely yours, 
/# A  0 I t  
Helen LeB. Hilton, Dean 
College of Home Economics 
121: dm 
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Table 21. Means^ and t values for the background variables and reasons for 
withdrawal of the students in Group I and Group II 
Mean 
Background variables Group I Group II t value 
High school rank 24.47 25.40 .79 
Cumulative grade point average 22.05 22.80 2.04* 
Age at college entrance 1.96 1.98 .50 
Educational goal 3.86 3.93 1.40 
Student employment 3.61 3.44 3.07** 
Finance of college expenses 1.71 2.05 3.05** 
Educational level of mother 2.99 3.04 .60 
Educational level of father 2.75 2.96 2.11* 
Occupation of mother 2.68 2.63 .88 
Occupation of father 2.92 3.24 2.39* 
College major 5.84 4.46 6.07** 
College residence 1.40 1.56 2.35* 
Marital status 1.54 1.60 1.33 
College quarters completed 2.44 2.33 2.00* 
Activity following withdrawal from I.S.U. 3.56 3.47 .63 
Re-enrollment at I.S.U. 3.58 3.52 .88 
Degree completion following withdrawal 3.79 4.11 3.52** 
Major of degree completed after leaving 
I.S.U. 5.06 4.92 1.03 
Assistance from university personnel needed 
before withdrawal 2.04 2.36 2.06* 
Other reasons for withdrawal 89.24 85.09 1.73 
First most important reason for withdrawal 42.46 41.56 .52 
Second most important reason for withdrawal 39.15 37.65 .85 
Third most important reason for withdrawal 41.69 40.39 .68 
^See coding plan in Appendix B for explanation of scores, 
*2 < «05 level of confidence. 
**£ < .01 level of confidence. 
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Table 22. Means, t values, and percentages for Group I and Group II for 
reasons for withdrawal 
Item Mean^ Percent agreeing 
mber Group I Group II t value Group I Group 
1 6.97 7.17 1.32 8 8 
2 7.15 7.13 .14 8 12 
3 6.89 7.04 .91 8 8 
4 7.38 7.05 2.18* 8 14 
5 5.37 5.45 .42 38 40 
6 6.67 6.80 .79 20 17 
7 5.71 6.49 4.24** 32 23 
8 7.73 7.70 .25 5 5 
9 6.39 6.48 .53 25 23 
10 7.06 6.68 2.54* 8 15 
11 6.49 6.20 1.79 14 23 
12 7.01 6.75 1.90 5 10 
13 6.02 6.00 .12 27 26 
14 6.94 6.78 .99 11 15 
15 5.35 4.52 4.63** 39 53 
16 7.42 6.86 3.45** 6 10 
17 5.06 4.38 3.70** 45 56 
18 7.81 7.78 .27 1 2 
19 6.25 6.17 .48 24 24 
20 5.32 4.77 2.99** 23 33 
21 6.96 6.49 3.13** 21 23 
22 7.01 6.80 1.38 8 12 
23 6.47 6.49 .12 22 24 
24 6.75 6.45 2.03* 15 22 
25 5.69 4.95 4.39** 34 48 
26 5.83 5.35 2.76** 29 37 
27 6.41 s 3.75** 21 33 
28 6.86 6.74 .81 15 19 
29 7.16 6.36 5.66** 5 19 
30 5.33 4.93 2.34* 32 44 
31 7.04 6.29 5.51** 4 19 
32 6.43 5.86 3.68** 17 25 
33 5.94 5.51 2.63** 31 39 
34 7.28 6.84 3.58** 4 9 
^Means indicated on a 9-point scale: "1," strongly agree and "9," 
strongly disagree. 
^Indicates significance beyond the .05 level of confidence. 
**Indicates significance beyond the .01 level of confidence. 
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Table 22. (continued) 
Item Mean^ Percent agreeing 
number Group I Group II t value Group I Group II 
35 5.21 5.03 1.03 40 47 
36 6.79 6.92 .91 16 13 
37 7.07 6.97 .76 12 13 
38 6.78 6.60 1.32 2 7 
39 5.56 5.41 .91 35 41 
40 6.56 5.91 4.02** 20 30 
41 5.32 5.30 .11 36 . 39 
42 6.82 6.37 3.09** 7 15 
43 6.70 6.40 1.97* 10 18 
44 6.43 6.23 1.27 18 21 
45 7.08 6.65 2.97** 9 18 
46 6.43 5.91 3.34** 16 27 
47 6.14 5.94 1.17 27 32 
48 7.20 6.97 1.54 8 14 
49 5.96 6.45 2.83** 32 25 
50 7.11 6.93 1.44 below 1 1 
51 6.19 6.48 1.76 23 17 
52 7.87 7.72 1.35 2 3 
53 6.10 6.45 2.29* 16 10 
54 6.89 6.86 .20 10 11 
55 7.00 6.96 .29 12 15 
56 4.51 4.23 1.42 42 48 
57 7.24 7.28 .32 7 8 
58 7.80 7.78 .19 0 1 
59 6.67 6.51 1.22 4 8 
60 7.44 7.19 1.86 6 10 
61 7.16 6.61 3.92** 5 13 
62 V «39 s en 3.51** 21 31 
63 6.75 6.43 2.35* 8 13 
64 6.96 6.53 2.88** 14 21 
65 6.65 6.61 .26 17 17 
66 6.38 6.23 1.02 7 9 
67 6.19 6.00 1.23 18 24 
68 6.60 6.46 .97 5 9 
69 6.25 6.17 .52 24 27 
70 5.43 5.30 .78 36 38 
71 c oo V  #  5.95 1.63 21 26 
72 6.06 5.90 1.04 23 28 
73 7.10 7.10 0 5 1 
74 7.01 6.62 2.76** 11 16 
75 6.06 5.25 4.50** 20 33 
76 6.05 5.85 1.32 14 19 
77 6.93 6.26 4.56** 8 16 
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Table 22. (continued) 
I tern Mean^ Percent agreeing 
number Group I Group II t value Group I Group II 
78 6.60 6.40 1.36 13 19 
79 6.63 6.58 .36 15 16 
80 7.60 7.33 2.16* 4 9 
81 6.20 5.48 4.40** 26 40 
82 6.62 6.67 .32 18 18 
83 7.28 7.29 .07 11 10 
84 7.53 7.51 .15 4 6 
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Table 23. Rank order and percentage^ of the first most important reason 
for leaving I.S.U. as given by the students in Group I and 
Group II 
Group Item no. First most important reason Rank Percent 
Group I 56 I planned to get married. 1 26 
7 I became interested in a major 2 9 
other than home economics. 
71 I was experiencing financial dif­ 3 8 
ficulties. 
20 I wanted to go with my husband. 4 6 
1 I was dropped or about to be 5 3 
dropped from enrollment by the 
academic standards committee. 
5 I was not sure about ny college 5 3 
major. 
16 I was pregnant. 5 3 
22 I had health complications. 5 3 
75 I wanted to be closer to my boy­ 5 3 
friend or girlfriend. 
Group II 56 I planned to get married. 1 23 
20 I wanted to go with my husband. 2 8 
75 I wanted to be closer to my boy­ 2 8 
friend or girlfriend. 
16 I was pregnant. 3 5 
71 I was experiencing financial dif­ 3 5 
ficulties. 
1 I was dropped or about to be 4 4 
dropped from enrollment by the 
academic standards committee. 
I not ?ure about my college C 3 
major. 
17 I felt too much emphasis was 5 3 
placed on science courses 
which did not relate directly 
to ny major. 
66 I was married and one of us had 5 3 
to quit for financial reasons. 

















Harris eigenvalue, mean, variance, and standard deviation for 
15 multiple item factors 
Harris Standard 
eigenvalue Mean Variance deviation 
8.17 28.83 46.98 6.85 
4.15 22.42 74.78 8.64 
2.88 14.02 18.61 4.31 
2.73 13.41 15.37 3.92 
2.44 12.89 20.35 4.51 
4.66 21.23 28.12 5.30 
5.18 39.56 165.50 12.86 
2.53 11.30 22.45 4.73 
54.04 49.80 213.12 14.59 
3.42 26.11 47.59 6.89 
3.03 37.93 122.94 11.08 
5.33 41.46 83.63 9.14 
10.35 59.43 162.18 12.73 
3.75 30.98 81.50 9.02 
2.41 15.03 45.63 6.75 
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Table 25. Single item factors and the items 
Factor Item 
no. no. 
12 2^ T wanted a slower life style. 
13 11 I found the curriculum in my major inadequate for my 
career preparation. 
14 13 I did not have freedom to explore other curricula so 
I could easily evaluate my interests and abilities, 
15 46 I wanted to find out who I was. 
16 64 I could not find a quiet place to study at ny resi­
dence. 
17 16 I was pregnant. 
18 34 I was constantly defending my beliefs and values. 
19 84 I was advised to leave by my adviser or counselor. 
24 5 I was not sure about my college major. 
25 6 I was not ready for college; I needed time to grow up 
26 14 I had a family problem at home (conflict, illness, or 
death). 
27 22 I had health complications (physical illness, injury, 
mental disturbance). 
28 48 I wanted to be closer to home. 
29 83 I really did not want to come to I.S.U. in the first 
place, but my parents insisted. 
30 52 I did not like the type of people who attend I.S.U. 
31 58 I felt the city of Ames was too large. 
32 60 I could not get along with my roommate. 
^Item numbers correspond to those in the questionnaire. 
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Table 26. Factor score, means, variances, and standard deviations for 
17 single item factors 
Factor number Mean score Variance Standard deviation 
12 7.14 4.68 2.16 
13 6.34 6.24 2.49 
14 6.01 6.35 2.52 
15 6.17 5.77 2.40 
16 6.74 5.31 2.30 
17 7.14 6.14 2.47 
18 7.06 3.56 1.88 
19 7.52 4.08 2.02 
24 5.41 8.50 2.91 
25 6.73 6.67 2.58 
26 6.86 6.22 2.49 
27 6.90 5.49 2.34 
28 7.08 5.28 2.29 
29 7.28 5.00 2.23 
30 7.79 2.90 1.70 
31 7.79 2.58 1.60 
32 7.31 4.34 2.08 
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Table 27. Thirty-two factors, t values, and adjusted factor score means 
for Group I and Group II 
Adjusted 
Factor mean score 
imber Factor name Group I Group II t value 
1 Social inadequacy 7.24 7.17 .70 
2 Lack of staff support 5.68 5.53 1.07 
3 Academic difficulties 6.92 7.09 1.21 
4 Scheduling problems 7.09 6.32 5.98** 
5 Financial difficulties 6.61 6.28 2.34* 
6 Lack of academic challenge 7.09 7.06 .20 
7 Dissatisfaction with program of 
study 5.81 5.49 2.73** 
8 University too large 5.87 5.43 2.93** 
9 Coursework difficult and demand­
ing 6.40 6.04 3.16** 
10 Lack of job information and 
opportunities 6.68 6.36 2.87** 
11 Poor study habits and academic 
preparation 6.32 6.32 0 
12 Desire for slower life style 7.15 7.13 .14 
13 Curriculum inadequate for career 
preparation 6.49 6.20 1.79 
14 Lack of freedom to explore other 
curricula 6.02 6.00 .12 
15 SeIf-actualization 6.43 5.91 3.34** 
16 Lack of quiet residential study 
area 6.96 6.53 2.88** 
17 Pregnancy 7.42 6.86 3.45** 
18 Incompatible beliefs and values 7.28 6.84 3.58** 
19 Advised to leave 7.53 7:51 .15 
20 Dissatisfaction with local envi­
ronment 7.09 6.72 3.83** 
21 Personal and social barriers 6.60 6.60 0 
22 Lack of commitment to college 
degree 6.35 6.04 2.69** 
23 Marriage 5.28 4.73 3.77** 
24 Uncertainty of college major 5.37 5.45 .42 
25 Immaturity 6.67 6.80 .79 
26 r ly prob Icm 6.94 6.78 .99 
27 Health complications 7.01 6.80 1.38 
*Indicates significance beyond .05 level of confidence. 
**Indicates significance beyond .01 level of confidence. 
Table 27. (continued) 
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Adjusted 
Factor mean score 
number Factor name Group I Group II t value 
28 Be closer to home 7.20 6.97 1.5 
29 Did not want to enroll at I.S.U. 7.28 7.29 .07 
30 Disliked types of I.S.U. students 7.87 7.11 1.35 
31 Ames too large 7.80 7.78 .19 
32 Roommate incompatibility 7.44 7.19 1.86 
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APPENDIX E: FIGURES 
Figure 14. Frequency distribution of responses for multiple item factors^ 
^Indicated on a 9-point scale: "1" = strongly agree, "9" = strongly 
disagree. 
*2 < .05. 
**2. < .01. 
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Figure 15. Frequency distribution for couplet and single item factors 
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Figure 16. Frequency distribution for couplet and single item factors 
